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BXECUTIVE SUMMARY

) Relatively little is known about how parents choose the scheools the'ir children will

attend or about how that process might be affected if a Pederal tuiton tax credit were
’ravaﬂ.able. Tl_-:g School FPinance Project conducted a survey of 1,200 households with

children In grades K-11 in June and July, 1982, which explored both current chaice of

schools and potential responses to tuition tax credits. (The tuition tax credits about
* which parents were asked differ In several important ways from the 1983 Administration

proposal. £ze Chapter 3.) The major findings from the household survey include:

Current Choice of Schools

Many parents give little thought to the school their child will attend. These
parents tend to be less well-educated, to have lower incomes, and to have
attended only public schools as a child. '
Parents choosing to send their child to private schools tend to be better
educated and more 2ffluent, to live in cities, to be Catholic, and to have
attended private schools as 2 child.

Public schools tend to be selected for a variety of logistical reasons - -
convenience, transportation, and assignment of the child to that particular
school,

Private schools are chosen because parents are dissatisfied with public schools
of because they cannot find what they want in the public schocls.

Different types of private schools tend to be chosen for different reasons,
suggesting that each type has a separate and distinct constituency. Independent

schools are selected for academic reasons; non~Catholic religiously-affiliated
schools are chosen because of their religious orientaton, while Catholic schools

are chosen for both types of reasons.

Financial considerations are a major rcason preventing public school parents
from enrolling their children in private schools. On the other hand, p-ivate
school parents do not perceive the cost as a major factor influencing their
cholce of a school

Dissatisfaction with the child's present schocl is low, particularly among private
s=hool parents.

Many public achool parents have relatively little knowledge about or contact
with private schools. Such parents are less likely to consider schooling options
other than the local public school to which the child ir agsigned.
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Tuition Tax Credits
Hearly half the public school parents in the safple had not heard of a tuition

tax credit prior to the survey. Private school parents were more aware of tax
credits. ‘

Among public school Patents, there was considerable interest in taking
advantage of a +yjHon tax credit. More than nine percent said they would be
"very likely" to transfer their child tn a private school if a $250 tuition tax
credit (with no limit on the proportion of tuition covered) were avajlahle, and
23.5 percent indicated they would be "very” or "somewhat likely”® to do go.

At the other extreme, 55 percent paid they would be "very®™ or "somewhat
unlikely” to wove their child out of the publi¢ schools even if a tax credit aqual
to 21l of tuitdon were availahle.

The inclination t0 take advantage of a tax credit was greatest among twe
groups of public achool parents - - nonwhite and lower status parents vho are
currently underrepresented in private schools and those with prior interest in
and knowledge about private schools.

Other factors that tended to be assocjated with an inclination to use a tuition
tax credit were dissatisfaction with a child's current school, and citing financial
considerations as a reason for choosing the present public school

Indepzndent schools might increase their share of private schocl enrcllm ents
with a tax credit. The reasons given for choosing different types of private
schools under a tuition tax credit were simflar to the patterns seen for the
current choice of school, Private school parents who would transfer their child
due to a tax credit indicated they would choose the same type of school as the
one in which child was currently enrclied.

Righer levels of a tuition tax credit - - $500 and all tuition costs - - were of
morz interest to white and more sffluent parents than one of $250,

Responses to the survey items about tuition tax credits 8o not necessarily
indicate how a parent would behave if a tax credit were avaflablse. In order to
implement a preference for switching schocls, at least three additicnal steps
would be required: application, admisalon, and enrollment in a private school,
Eoth supply and demand factors Buggest that the number of children who might
actually change schools as the result of a tax credit would be much smaller than
the proportion of parents in the survey who expressed an inclination to transfer
their shfld. On the supply side, private schools may be gnahle to absorb large
increases in enrollments, particularly in the ghort run.

6
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o On the demand side fmwer parents would actually apply to private schools or
enroll the child even if he/she were admitted, One reason this is likely is the
fact that less infor m ed parents, those who had not heard of a tuition tax credit

) bafore, were more inclined to take advantage of a credit. Such parents might
be less apt to implement their survey responses than those who were ‘better
informed.

o HBowever, even if the pool of petential new applicants to private schocls might
be congiderably smaller than iz indicated by the survey responses, it appears
that pool would include higher proportions of minority and less affluent: children
than are now found in private schools.
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Chapter 1
N\ INTRODUCTION
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This report presents an analysis of data fiom a household telephone survey ©Of
parental choice in education. It contains inform ation about how and why varents choose
schools for their children arnld how cholce patverns might change if Federal tuitdon tax
credits were avaflable for children attending private schools. Thic survey project was
designed to gain insight jinto the relevant factors wnich influence selecdon of a child's
current school and how a tuition tax credit might alter the factors inBluencing choice and
future schooling decimions,

Backaground of the Survey

The Education Amendments of 1978 (Sectdon 1203 of P.L. 95-561) mandzted Studies
of the financing of public and private elepmentary and secondary education. With regard
to private schools, Section 1203(e)(10) called for: .

*an analysis of current and future Federal assistance or non-public elementary and

secondary educztion including the extent of non-public participation in Federal

programs, trends in enrollments an® costs in private education, the impact i

private schools on public school enrollments and financial suppost .nd an

examination of alternative Federal policies for support of private educaticn....”
Fathermore, the conference iseport (0.5. Congress: 1978) which accompanied the
legislation ~ontajned additional specifications of analyses +o be conducted w ith regard to
financing private ~ducation. These included:

"an assesument of the advisability of ceneral Federal aid to publdc and non-publiz
elementary and secondary education.... <luding the desirability, feasibility: cost
and acceptability of tuition tax credits among other general education funding

devices,”

The School Finance Project was established in the p.S. Department of Education to
carry out the Congressional mandate. A Study Plan {U.S5. Cepar*ment of Education,
1980) was developed outlining the research that would be undertaken, including a
*Household Survey of Attitudes toward Public and Private Schools. fthe Study Plan

stated:
*The household survey s designed to assess parental attitudes toward Pubu. and
private schools and to assess the impact of a rang: of Pederal options, includirg
tuitinn tax credits, on parental choice of schooling (pp. 39-40)."
Choice of Methodology
In order to address the iscues about private schocls specified in the legislation.
infor m ation was required on a number of topics including why parents choose a public or

private schoci for their child; what motivates them to change gchool placer. ents: how

-
-



parents would respond to a tuition tax credit; and how that response would vary
depending on the nature of the credit, Two main reasons lad to the choice of a national
household survey as the means of gathering information on these topics. The first
‘involved the waaknesses in previous studies. The Ymited number of emi:iﬁcal studies of
school choice have generally been conducted only within a single achool district or
®metropclitan area (E.H. White and Company, 1982). The .ludies examining the effects of

a Pederal tuition tax credit have typically been based on current levels and
characteristics of private schoal enrollments. (See Jacobs, 1980; Congressional Budget
Office, n.d.; and Augenblick and McGuire, 1982,) They have not addressed the issue of
hew enrcllments might change as a result of a credit or have assumed that such change
would be minimal ang therefore could be ignored.

Second, a survey was considered to be an appropriate methodoloygy for gathering
information about both current school choice and possible responses to a tuition tax
credit, A survey offered the nossibility of ascertaining not only who chooses public ar;d
private schocis and who would respend to « tuition tax credit, but why these choices are
made, Furthermore, gince factors affecting present schooling decisions are also likely to
influence a family's response to a tuition tax credit, much could be gained by combining
the two topics into a single survey.

An alternative approach that could have been ugsed to examine how parents might
react to a Federal tuition tax credit was econometric modeling of schoeol choice based on
existing behavior patterns. Two studies have used cross-sectional data to estimate
responses to tuition tax credits (Gemello and Osman, 1981; Noell and Myers, 1982).
(These will be discussed at length in C.hapter 4.} However, thit approach has geveral
disadvantages. Pirst, inicrm ation can only be obtained about who might transfer their
child in response to a tuition tax credit, but not why they would do o, Second, cross-
sectional data, Le., data based or one point in time, are a poor basis on w-hj.ch to make
inferences about changes in behavior, particularly under eonditions vhich are different
from those that existed at the time the cross—sectional data were collected (Campbell
and Stanley, 1966). In the case of tuition tax credits, using data abuut existing choices to
nake predictions about responses to a credit apounts to assuming that a credit would not
change the nature of the schooling decision or the relative propensities of different types
of families to choosze private schools. These, however, are important resesrch questions
that should be investigated rather than assumed as given.

It should be noted here that the survey methodology ris. has certain Mmitations.
The primary limitation, discussed at length in Chapter 4, is that responses to survey
guestions are eXpresgions of preferences or inclinations, which might or might not be

13
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translated into actual behavior. This is a particularly important concern In estimating
the magnitude of possible response to a tuition tax credit, Bowever, this is a problem
shared by all surveys directed at futuvre behavior, e.g., market research or political polls,
and can be taken into account In the design of the survey and the analysis of the results,
Since neither the survey methodology nor an econometric model were without their
limitations, and the survey approach has several distinct advantages, a national household
survey was used to examine issues related to a tu. jon tax credit.
Design of the Survey

The purpose of the survey was to gather information about two topics, parental
decisions about schooling at the present time and possihle responses to a Federal tuition
tax credit. It was decided to use telephone interviews for reasons of economy and
efficiency, ani the discussion of the survey methodology is contained in the next
section, The General research gquestions which guided the designh of the interview
scheduie were the following: .

1. wWhat factors affect Parental Jdecisions about the school their child will
attend? How do cost factors figure in the schooling decision?

2, How kurdensome are tuition costs for the parents of children enrolied in
private schools?

3. How aware are parents of alterpative schooling options for their children?
What factors discourage selection of the schooling alternatives which are not
chosen?

4, would tuition tax credits act as an incentive for parents to send their children
to private schools? Would the magnitude of a credit affect parental choice?

5. What changes in parental choice might occur as a result of the availability of a
tuition tax credit?

7he interview schedule was developed by the staff of the School Finance Project in
consultation with experts on survey research, private schools, and Federal education
pelicy, and officials In the 0.,5. Department of Education. Previous research ahout
schooling chojces suggested that three types of factors were likely to affect schooling
decisions in the present and responses to a tax credit: household characteristics,
previous schooling decisions, and parental attitudes about schools. The model of parental
choice that guided the design of the research and the analysis is depicted in Figure 1-1.
All three groups of independent variables are expectv.d to influence the choice of a
school, with the household characteristics influencing the other two sets of independent
variahles. This model also is applicable to the analysic of responses to a tuition tax

credit, with the current choice of school as one component of "previous schooling

14
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Figure 1-1

General Model of Parental Choice of School
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decisions.® ‘The specific variables and questions chosen to represent each set of factors
are indicated In the chapters presenting the results in each area. (Where possible, items
from previous surveys were utilized.) The major dependent variable in the analysis of
both current choice and responseé to tuition tax credits is defined In terms of type of
school chosen, i.e., public or private, or public, Catholic: other religious. or independent.
The gtaff of the School Finance Project devzloped a preliminary version of the
interview schedule, which was submitted for review to individuals both within and outside
the y.5. Department of Education. Revisions were made in the instrument in light of the
com ments from reviewers and then the instrument was pPretested. The majr changes
made in the schedule as & result of the pretesting were elimination of some items in
order to reduce the length of the interview and increased use of filter guestions to
determine which cquestions a pacrticular parent would answer. A second round of
pretesting was conducted and then the instrument and its documentation were submitted
for clearance by the Federal Educaticn Data Acquisition Council {(FEDAC), which ués
ohtained in May: 1982,
Survey Mathodology

The telephone interview was chosen as the Jdata collection methocd after an
extensive investigation ~f the costs and potential benefits of alternative research
degigns: e.g.» mailed Qquestionnalres and personal interviews. Low ¢ost and rapic
completacn of the survey wich relatively high respronse rates are the major advantages of
the telephone irterview. The major disadvantage is, of course, that households without
telephones are not includec In the sampling frame. Thiz may result in an
underrepresentation of lower income households: which are least likely to have
telephones.

The Bureau of Social Science Research (BSSR) in Washington, D.C. was selected to
conduct the data collection for the survey, based on their previous éxperience in
conducting telephone surveys. BSSR's responsibilivies included training the intervievers:
conducting the interviews, ¢coding and editing the interview :esponses, znd providing the
5chool Finance Project with a data tape and documentation. The survey results were
then analyzed by the School Finance Project stz2ff, vtilizing computer facilities of the
National Institutes of Health and the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences - - SPSS
(Rie, Hall, Jenkins, Steinbrenner, and Bent, 1975},

A national sample of 1,223 households with children in grades K-11 in the 1981~
1282 school Year was surveyed. Righ school seniors were excluded hecause the guestions
about responses to a tuition tax credit were future-oriented. Most interviews were

approximately 15 minutes in length snd were conducte? on evenings or weekends. In
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each household one parent ot guardian responded to questions for up to two of their
children Mving with them and information was obtained for 1,854 children. The individual
chil@ was the basic unit of analysis, but to retain a random probability sample (where all
* children would have an equal likelihood of heing selected) weights were 'applieo to adjust
for the number of chil(zen in the household and the number of telephone lines coming
into the home. The weighted number of children was 2,009, of whom approximately 12
percent attended private schools in 1981-1982. (For an explanation of the weighting
procedures see Appendix A. Interviews were conducted during June and July of 1582,

The national sample of households was generated through a clustering technique
called the ¥ aksherg m ethod of random-Qdigit-telephone dialing. T%is method is described
in Appendix B, Generally, the technique involves two stages: first, selecting primary
sampling units (the clusters), and second; drawing the sample by random selection
without stratification from within the clusters. Random-digit-telepnone dialing gives
every household with access to a telephone an egual chance of being selected in the
sample.

Parents were asked about schooling decisions related to one of their children at a
time. In order to keep interview time per respondent to a minimum, the questions were
limited to two children in the family.. A random selection procedure was used to select
the children to be the focus of the interview (see Appendix C', Where there were three
or more children in grades K-11, priority was given to selecting children in private
schools to ensure the sample size of private school children would be adeguate.

Questions in the interview were generally closed-ended, with respondents' answers
limited to a few fixed alternatives. (The interview schedule can be obtained on reguest.)
A few open-ended questions were included in the survey, in instances where possible
alternative replies were unknown, or to permit a more extensive exploration of the
salient factors and motivations underlying schooling choizes for children.

The series of questions asked of parents about a child currently in public schools
was slightly different from those for a private school child. Interviewers were instructed
to skip questions vwhich di@ not apply to the particular child or respondent and continue
with the questions that did abply.

The rext section describes the characteristics of the weighted sample and
compares them with national estimates derived from & Bureau of the Census survey in
October 1979 (Bureau of the Census, 1982). The issue is the representativeness of the
sample, Le. how closely the sample resembles the national population. It should be
noted that the sampling frame used in the household survey is slightly different from that
used for the Census survey. The Census estim ates include grades K-12 as well as Alaska
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and Hawail, whereas the survey covered children in grades K-11 in the continental U.S.
Another point of difference is the time period for the Census data, Qctober 1979, and the
household survey, June=~July 1982 (the school year 1981-1982). Since the survey sample
wvas small, a cartain amount of variation between survey dist:ibutior\:s and independent
national estimates could be expected.

Characteristics of the Survey Sample

About £3 percent of the sample children were enrolled in elementary or secondary
public schools. Private school enrollments made up 12 percent of the sample with the
majority of private school students enrolled in Catholic schools, Comparison of sample
data with Census national estimates indicates that private school children may have been
slightly overrepresented in the sample. This is largely a result of the child selection
procedure, described in Appendix C, which was designed to maximize the size of the
private school zample. (At one point, some consideration was given to deliberately
oversampling private school households in order to increase the number of sur.:h
households in the sample, but “his sampling strategy was rejected because it would have
mvolved either a very large increase in cost or a large reducticn in the total size of the
sample.)

About BE percent of the households indicated that all their children currently in
elem entary or secondary schools went to public schiocls, while 12 percent had all their
children in private schools. Only about 2 percent had children enrolled in b~*h public and
private schools. Approximately two-thirds of the sample children in public and private
schools were in elementary school (grades 1-8) and about one-fourth were in high school
(grades 9-11}. The proportion of kindergarten students enrolled in private schools was
twice that for elementary and high school,

Region

The sample was drawn from the continental United States and intt.erviews were
completed by households in 36 States (Appendix D), Considerably more children came
from the South (§2 percent) than any other region. Compared to the Census’ national

estim ates, the survey appears to have ovecrepresented the souyth and underrepresented

the Northeast region (Table 1-1). This was particularlv trpe for Private school children,
who were underrepresented in the Northeast and overrepresented in the South. As a
result, the proportion of private school students thowed little variation among the
regions, whereas both Census and National Center for Education Statistics (NCFS) data
indicate private school actendance is higher in the Northeast and Morth Central regions

than in the South and West.
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Table 1-1

Comparison of Regional Distritucion of sSample
Children and Primary Sampling Units wish Census Estimetes

Primaty
Survey Sample Census Estimate Sampling
of Children of Children in Units in
in Grades K-11 Grades X-12 Houvsehold
June-July, 1982 October, 1979 Survey
Region (N = 1991) (¥=4 6,006,000) (= 111)
Northeast 11.6% 22.3% 20.7%
Korth Central 29.4 26.1 23.4
South 42,1 33.9 7.8
West 16.9 17.7 18.0 .
region.

Note: See Appendix D for a 1isting of the States in eath

source: (Column 2) Bureav of the Census, Private School Enrollment,
Detober 1979, Turrent Fopulation

Tuition, and tnrollment Trends:
Reports, Series pP=-23, No. 121 (Washington, D.C.: U.§. Govermment

princing Office, 1982), pp. 20 and 29.

Table 1-2

jstribution of Family

Comparison of Survey D
with Other Estimates

Incomes of Students

U.S. Department

Survey Sample
of Children, Census National of Treasuly
! K-11 Estimate, K-12 Estimste,
family June-July, 1982 October, 1979 Children 5-17
Income (N = 1895) (N=41,959, 000} 1981
$15,000-$24,999 26.4 32.9
63.7
$25,000-$49, 999 g.9 20.0
$50,000 and above 8.0 3.7 7.1

gources: (Column 2} Bureau of the Census, Private School Enroliment, Tuition,
and Enrollment Trends: October 1979, Current Population Reports.

Ser les P-23, No. 121 (Washington, 5.c.: U.S. Government Printing
office, 1982), gp. 21 and 30; (Column 3) Computer printout, U.S.
Department of the Treasurv, iga2.
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The factors contributing to the discrepancy in terms of regional distribution were
primarily associated with the second stage of the sampling process, The regional
distribution of the primary sampling units (PSUs)}, the first stage sampling unit: was much
closer to the Census distribution of children than ‘vas the actual sample of children.
{However, the South was still slightly overrepresented among the PSUs and the Northeast
glightly underreprasented.) In terms of the number of interviews obtained within PSUs,
ones with high numbers of completed interviews (over 15) were more prevalent in the
South. Low completions (under 10 interviews obtained in the psyU} were most frequent in
the Northeast.

In the Northeast: the low completion rate was mainly a result of a high incidence of
non-working telephone numbers and ineligible households and secondly, the result of a
high number of "refusals® and no answers. The high completion rate in the South, which
resulted in oversampling of that region, was due to the low incidence of business and non-
working telephone lines and, to a lecser extent, the Jow incidence of ineligible households
and no answers. The North Central region. on the other hénd, had a Jower representation
of »Sbs but a higher proportion of the sample because of high completion rates in the
region's PSUs.

Income

The income data in the survev wcre d-;riued from a single question involving broad
income intervals (ie., less thin $7.500. $7,500 to $14,999, etc). Previous research has
indicate@ that broad %Licome intervals usually reduce. the rate of non-reporting of
income. Approximately six percent of all respondents chose not to report their family
income. Sliahtly less than half of the s.mple children came from families with annual
incomes aver $25.000 (Table 1-2). This was twice the proportion of higher incore
families estimated by the Census Bureau (Table 1-2)., While dower income families
appear to have been undersampled when compared with Census data; indepencent
estimates of income distributions develiped by the U.S. Department of Treasury for 1981
are similar to the sample data. Typically the October Current Population Survey
understates income compared to other sources of income estimates (Bureay of Census,
1979). 1In addition, the difference in years may account for some of the variation
between sample and Census income data,

Race

Respondents were asked about their racial backgrounds and children were assigned
the same race as the parent answering the survey, Three-quarters of the children in the
sample were white {Table 1-3). The racial categories utflized in the survey were

mutually exclusive and for this reason the results cannot be compared with Census data

2y
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Table i-3

Racial Backgrounds of Students

Survey Sample, K-11 )
June-July, 1982 Public School
Total Public Students, Fall
Sample School 1980
Race (=2001)  (N=1758) (N=39,832,482)

White 76.1% 75.2% 73.3%
Black 14.9 15.2 : 16.1
Hispanic 7.0 7.5 8.0
Other 2.0 2.1 . 2.7

Source: {(Column 3} National Center for Education Statistics Digest of
Fducation Statistics 1982 (Washingtom, D.C.: U.S. Co§E%ﬁEEEﬂT‘

Princing OFf ice, 1982), p. 43.

Table 1-4

Educational Background of Farents of Elementary
and Secondary Studenis

Survey Sample of Census National Estimate
chiidren, K-11 of Children in grades
Educational June-July, 1982 K~12, October 1979
Attainnent (% = 1987) (N = 44,515,000)

Less than high
gchool graduate 17.2% o29.2%

High school
graduate 43.3

Some cOllege OV
college graduate 31.0 24 .3

Post-graduate
work 8.4 9.0

Source: (Column 2) U.S. Bureau of the Census. Private School Enrollment,
Tuition, and Enrollment Trends: October 1979, Current Population
Reports, Series p-23, No., 121 {Washington, D.C.: U.S. Goverrment

printing Office; 1982), pp. 21 and 30,

21
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on raze. Censgus treats Spanish origin »- an ethnjc category, sn that individuals are
clagzified as being of Spanjah ¢.lgin and either black or white in t.orms of race. However,
the distribution of public achosl r~hildren by race in the sample is very stmilar to that
gathered by the O“%fice of Civil Rights, U.S. Department of Education {Tahle 2-3).
Parental Rducation

Parents were as.ed about tneir own educational background -~ - both 2ducational
attainment and th2 type of elementary and secondary schools attended. The largest
group of chiliiren were thoee with parevis who were high school graduates {Patie 1-4). In
com parison with Census data about parental levels of education, in the survey a lower
proportion reported having less than a high school education and more had attended
tollege (Table 1-4).

The parents of most children in the sample (78 percent) had attended only public
schools. Parents who had attended both puble and private scheols In their educatonal
career accounted for about )12 percent of the children and about 9 percent had parents
who had attended only private schools, Parents who attended private schuols were more
likely than those who attended cnly public scheols to have some post-secondary education
and to t»e Catholic.

Residence

Respondents were asked to describe the place in which they YMved as a iarge city
(more than 250,060 people), a suburb near a large city, a medium-sized city (50,000 to
250,000), a emall city or town (under 50,000) or a farm/open ccuntry. The survey
categories are not comparahble to thuse used in Census data, where an incividual's place
of residence is classifieo based on his or her actual location relative to Standard
¥ etropolitan Statistical Areas {SMSAs). Small cities and towns accounted for the highest
propordon of children, and the next largest categories were large and medium-sized
cities (Table 1-5). )

Fanily {incomes and ~acial backgrounds of gtudents varied systematically by place
of residence. Whites were most likely to Yve in amall cities and towns. Blacks tended to
Yve in lorge cities, and Rispanics in large or medium-sized cities, with both blacks and
Bispanics underrepresented in suburbs and outside metropolitan areas, The suburbs had
higher proportions of children from high-income families than other places, and large
cities had the highest proporticn of children from ower-income familieg.

Religion

Children of Protestant respondents made up about 56 percent of the sample,
Catholics 28 percent, other rellgiuns 10 percent, and 5 percent had parents who did not
specify a religious preference. Current national data on t.2 relgious background of
school-age children ara aot available.




Place of
Resideace

Large city (over
250, 000)

Suburb of
large city

Med ium-sized
city (50-250, 000)

Small city or
town (under
50,000)

Fatm or open
countiy

Table 1-5

Place of Residence and Racial
Background of Sample Students

Whites Hispanics
(¥=1519) (N=140)

13.1% 42.0%

17.4 7.8

19.9




Representativeness of the Survey Data

The gistribution of rample children differs trom Census estimates for the nation in

terms of region, income and education. Weighting sample data to aporoximate the

Census estimates was considered as a method of post—stratification, but was rejected, in
part because the differences were hot great and in part because the accuracy of the

Census data concerning income and private school data is uncertain. Instead, a simple

probability sample was retained: with regional: educational and income strata

(For the same reasons, surveY data were not used to calculate national
Therefore: care should he exercised in the interdretation of analyses
Additional discussinn of sampling and nonsampling

unadjusted.
estim ates.)
involving these three wvarjables.

variability can be found in Appendix E.
Survey Analysis

AWl respondents in the sample were asked to respond to a structured Ssurvey

instrum ent focused on two areas of inquirys s
1. Current Choice of. Schooling. These questions asked wnether a conscious

decision on schooling was mader what specific factors were consicered in

choosing a school, if the respondent had ever considered other types of

schooling for the child, ar.d about satisfaction with the current school.

2. Posgible Response to a Tuiticn Tax Credit. These questions focused cr possikle

decizions to switch the chilé from the school ne/she currently attenced to

ancther school if & tuition tai creit were available. Responients were asked

about their possible changes in school placement if there were a tax cE;c_!{t of
$250, $500, an4 100 percent of tuition c¢osts. For those respondents who did
indicate an inclination to transfer tbeir child, questions were asked ab%ml\‘f the
factors that would influence their choice of a new school and what ty:ge of hew

-

school they would select. .

E——"s
Chazizr 2 presents the study's findings concerning parental cheice of schooling.
Chapter 3 examines the inclinations of parents to transfer their child to a different

Chapter 4 discusses the possible implications of those

school under a tax credit.
The probability that parents

preferences as well as the other findings of the survey.
would or could implement their preference to switch under a tax credit is discussed and

taken into account in a variety of ways.
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Chapter 2
CURRENT SCHOOLING CHOICES

The literature on factors affecting parental decisions about schools for their
children is quite limited, The School Finance Project com missioned a literature revies
on this toplic, which concluced that it is Jdifficult togeneralize from the available studies
gince they do not tend to be comprehensive or to assess the relative strength of different
facwors, and are often restricted to a particular context (E.H. White and Companv, 1982),

Severul studies dealing with school choices found that a substantial minority of
parents give little thought to the school their child will attend and simply opt for the
public school closest to their home (Cogan, 1979; WNault and Uchitelle, 1982; Joknson,
1975; Bridge and Blackman, 1978; Kamin and Erickson, 1981), Moreover, such parents

tend to be less well-educated and less well-infor med about the schools than those wKo
give more attention to the guestion of school choi’ce {Nault and Uchitelle, 1975; Cogan,
1979; Bridge and Blackman, 1978; Kamin and Erickann, 1981), They also tend to have
public school backgrounds (Kamin and Erickson, 1981). One study of residential
preferences of households at ¢ifferent life-cycle stapes found the quality of tiie schools
to be the second most important factor that families with school-age or pre-school
childier: said would affect their choice of a new residence **chuley and Nuth, 1979),

Severa) researchers have examined th. factors associated with school choice and
the transfer from onhe type of school to another. Sonnefield (1973) suggested four types
of criteria that families may use in evaluating schools - — location, the school program,
the school environment, and financial considerations. E.H, White and Comypany (1982) '
concluded that "distance...is the most significant single variable affecting choice” (. 47},
as did Bridge and Blackman (1978) with regard to the Alum Rock experiment. Cogdan
{1879 alsc fourd location to be the most important factor for parents making "passive
choices” about schools.

The transfer of a child to a different schcol from the current placemen® is affected
by a variety of factors, but parental dissatisfaction with the public schools is one of the
most important reasons for transfers from public to private schoo]:s (Edwards and
Richardson, 1981; Gradiot, 1979). Furthermore, the reasons for switching from public to
private schocls are generally different from those associated with the reverse switch.
Frechtling and Frankel's (1982) survey of parents in Montgomery County, Maryland found

that the major reasons given for switches into public schools from private scheols were

convenience and cost. In contrast, religion and educational program were cited as the
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major reasons for switching to private gchools: wiile discipline, child-related factors, and
school staff were identified as secondary reasons for transfers from public to private
schools.

. Research indicates that transfers to private schools occur most often it normal
transition pointe ir gchogl atte.dance. ‘rh? Montgomery County study (Edwards and
alchardeon, 1981) found changes in schocl placem=nt were most frequent for children
enteriyg grades 1, 7, and %, pacticularly grade 1.

Kamin and Erickson (1981} examined reasons for choosing public gchools a d
different kinds of private schools, They found ti.ar public s¢* "}l »arnts mentioned
convenience more than any other as a zeason for choice. Rwiyion wos mentioned
frequently fcr Catholic and other religicus schools, especially the latter. On the other
hand, discipline and academic factors were important for independent and Catholic
schools. Based on these results, they concluded that private schoals might be mcre
heterogeneous than public schools. ‘

The demographic profile of private school ~hildren was discussed in Volume 2 of the
School Finance Project's Final Report {1983). In comparison to publc school students:
children attending private schools are more likely to be white. come from families with
above average incomes, to live in the Northeast or North Central regions, and to live in a
metropolitan area, particularl{' in the central city. Private school attendance is less
frequent in high school {grades 9-12) than in elementary school, and i most common in
kindergarten. Within the private gchool sector, families with incomes of over $50,000
are far more Yhe' to enrol! their cLilfren in independent schcols than are those with
incomes below  $3C,000. Two tactors erplain the last relationship:  tuitions in
indeper.dent schools tend to be considerably higher than thusa in church-related schools
and the level of tuition paid is a function of family income. Xamin and Erickson (1981)
found that parents who had attended private schools were more likely to chcose private
schools for their children than those who had not.

FPramework for Analvsis of Current Choice

Chapter 1 presented the model of schooling choice and the resea:-h g:estions
which provided the framework for the design of *he interview scheduls and the 2nelysis
of the results. The research questions focused on three topics, the factors affecting
parental decisions about schools for their children, the impact of private school costs on
both public and private school parents, and the degree of parent awareness ¢. 2nd
knowledge about schooling aiternatives avaiflable to them. The primary dependent
variable in the analysis is the choice of the current 8thool, but £ll three of the research
questions involve examining some varfables in prior stages of Lie choice model as both
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dependent variables in thei: own right and as independent variables affecting current
choices. For example, the awareness of schooling options is an independent variable
affecting current choice, but when one asks how such awareness differs among
households of varying characteristics, awareness becomes a dependent variable.

In order to gain maximum information about household schooling decisions,
qguestions were included in the survey about such cholces at several points in time. Most
attention was devoted o the choice of the school the child was currently attending, but
parents were also ssked about the rale of schools in the choice of a place to live, whether
the parent had considered transferring the child from the present school or planned to do
5o in the next school year, and whether the child had ever attended the oppocsite type of
school {public or private) fror the one in which he/she was currently enrolled.

Figure 2-1 indicates the major classes of variables at each stage of the school
choice model. The selectior of the variables for each stage was based on previous
research, hypotheses, and the research needs of the School Finance Project. For
example, previous research f{and com mon Sense) Suggest that de mographic factors are
strongly related to schooling choices, =0 gquestions were included in the interview
schedule about respondent or household characteristics, such as race, income, education,
gsize of the household, location, religion, and the type of schocls the parent attended as 1
child. Previous research on school cholce also indicated attitudinal factors that should
be taken into account. For example, the literature indicated that satisfaction plays a
major role in decisions to change schools and that different types of ichools tend to be
chosen for different reasons. Thereforz, guestions were intluded about satisfaction with
the current school and a battery of guestions was developed about factors which could
possibly affect gchool choices. Since prior sttdies indicated that some parents give little
consideration to the choice of schools, items that would measure the extent of choice
exercised were included. Because of the interest in tuition tax credits, a number of
questions about private school costs were placed in the survey.

Pretesting the interview schedule ravealed the importance of the amount of
thought given to choosing a scheol. The original interview schedule included a battery of
gquestions asking parents to indicate how important a series >f factors were in their
decision to enroll the child in the current school, In the pretest, parents who said they
had not thought about the choice of school had difficulty in responding to that set of
questions. Some expressed annoyance and asked why the interviewer was asking them
about all these factore after theY had already indicated they did not make a conscious
decision about the current school, As a result of the pretest, t5: instrument was
modified. Publc school parents who had thought of schooling alternatives in choosing

27
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Figure 2-1
Components of the Model of School Cholce

PARENTAL ATTITUDES
ABOUT SCHOOLS

Reasons for Choosing
HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS Schools
size gatisfaction

Private School COsts

Income
Education an¥1i:§§°:§gpi::raness
;legionf ¥ ne SCHOOL CHOICE
ype © Comnmunity —
pParental private School 40 Extent of Choice
gxperience N pDirection of
Choice
Religion PREVIOUS SCHOOLING |
DECISIONS l

Residential Choicé*

School Transfers

Consideration of
Alternative Options
to Current school

*
School €tholce Can affect residential choice a8 well as vice versa.




the child's current school were asked the detajled questions about the importance of
specific factors in their choice. Public schoo)l parents who had not made 2 conscious
choice about the current school were asked only two guestions about factors affecting
tholce - - what was the most important factor, and if it was other than financial
considerations. they were askeg whether cost wasa factor in their gecision. For children
currently enrolled in private schools, it was assumed that 2 conscious choice was m ade
when the school was selected, 50 private school parents were also asked the entire set of
guestions about factors affecting choice.

Households differ not only in their decjsion about the type of school to which 0
send a child but also in the nature of the decisign process itself. The major dim ensions of
choice that are examined are the type of school chosen and the extent of consideration
given to the cholce. Responses giver by parents witn 2 child in public school {calied
public school parents) are compared with those given bY private school parents
throughout this chapter. ’
Extent of Choice

pll schocl-age children are entitled to attend public schools, and most are ascigned
to a particular public school usually the one nearest their home which contains the
child's grade. For most households, that assignment getermines what school a chilg will
attend and there is no considerstion of other schools, elther public of private. In other
households {or even for other children in the same household), the process of school
choice 5 more complex and more alternatives are considered. In addition, some
households think about the cholce of schools at 2 Aifferent point in tHime, i.e., when they
are making a decision ahout where to live. The amount of thought given to a child's

educational placement varies widely.

For the vast m ajouvity of children in the survey attending public schools, there was

little conscious consideration of alternatives to the chiid's current school The child's
assignment to 3 specific public school was 2 standing Jecision that the household did not
guestion. No sther School than the one the child wac currently attending was considered
for 80 percent of public achool children. {public school parents will be referred to 2s
making "active® or matent” choices, depending on whether they @id or éid not consgider
other alternatives to the current schooll)

However, the parents of approximately half the children in the survey sald the
public schools their children would attend influenced their choice of a place to Uve, and
for 18 percent it was the most important gactor in their choice. public school parents
were twice as likely as private §chool pargnts to indicate that the public schools were @

factor in their choice of a place to live. Higher income and better educated parents as
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Table 2-1

Consideration of Schooling Alternatives by
Public Schocl Farent#®

Percent Coaus idering

Respondent Other Schools Puhlic Schools in Both 1 and 2 - Neither 1 nor 2
(1) Residential Choice
(2)

All Respondents ‘ 52.7% {N=1749)

Race
White . (N=1315)
Black . . (N=262)

Hispanic . (N=130)
* Other . . (N=35)

Religion

Protestant {}=1008)
catiolic 3 (m446)
Other . (N=174)
None . .0 (N=100)

Parents’ Education
Non-High school Grad. . (N=320)

High School Graduate . . ] .3 (N=798)
Some College . . (N=325)
College Graduate . . {N=172)
pPost=-Graduate . . 0 (N=121)

Family Income

Less than $7,500 . . (=176}

57,500-51&,999 . . . (N=300)
515,000-52&.999 . . . (N=44T)
525,000-5&9.999 . . : (N=614)
50,000 and Over . . .o (=115}

Region

Yortheast
North Central
South

West

{N=203)
(N=507)
(N=731)
(N=297)

Place of Residence

lLarge City (N=359)
Suburb . . . (ﬂ'268)
Medium City . (¥=353)

Small City or Towm . (ﬂ-S?SL
Rural . (K=239)

Parents’ Schooling
Public School Only
Public and Private
Private School Only

(N=1356)
{N=211)
(N=305) §
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well as households living in the suburbs were more likely to have congidered schools in
their housing decigions, Blacks were less liksly to say schoals were considered in their
hc:using choice than others, as were residents of the Northeast an? those who had
attended public schools {Column 2, Table 2-1).

The proportions of "active® public echool parents was slightly higher for blacks and
Bispanics than for whites (Takle 2-1). Bousehclds in the Northeast and parents who had
attended private schools themselves in grades 1-12 were also more lkely to have
considered more than one school for their child. Bowever, there was no consistent
relationship between income or parent's education level and consideration of alternative
schools, Simfiarly, there were no significant differences among parents with different
religious backgrounds, except those with no religious preference were more likely tc have
made active choices than parents with a religious affiliation. Bouseholds in small aites,

towns or rural areas were less likely to have considered alternative schools. ,

When the two types of choice behavior - = in residential decisions and selection of
current school = — were ugsed to compute a more complex measure of the extent of cholce
by public school parents, better educated househalds were generally more likely to make
chojces about schools both in choosing a place to live and when enrolling their child in
the present school, whereas those making such Jecisions at neither time were drawn
disproportionately from the less-educated and lower-income groups (columns 3 and 4,
Tahble 2-1). If it i8 assumed that private schocl parents make choices among alternatives
in selecting a school for their child, that further strengthens the tendency for higher
status parents to make more chojces about sBchooling, since on average private schoo!
parents are more affluent than public school parents.

Parents who themselves attended only private schools tended to have considered
schools at both points in the decision process more than others. People living in rural
areas and small cities and towns were least likely to have mzde a choice at both decision
points, while suburbin reagidents were disproporticnately represented among those who ;
had considered schoals in their residential decision but had not given addiiional thought
- to it when enrolling the child in the present school, The largest group of parents was
those who had conaidered schools only when choosing a place to live in every ragion
except the Northeast, where the largeat group was parents who had thought about s.',00ls
&t neither point of decislon.

In general, parents are far more likely to think about schools wher! deciding where
to live than when enrclling a child in a particular school, and this pattern is evident in
virtually all the demographic categories in Tahle 2-1. Column 2 is larger than column 1
in every row in that table, and in mos” {nstances it i8 larger by a fac*ur of two or more.
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More consideration i85 given to the selection of a child’s school by higher status
I wents, those who live in metropolitan areas, and those who attended private gchools as
a ?i 1d. Congideraticon of schools as a part of housing decisions was more strongly related
to higher status or suburban locatdon than was an "active® school choice at the time of
the child's enrollment in the current school. Blacks were more apt to make an zctdve
echool chodce, but relstively few considered schools as a part of residential choices.
Since many more parents thought about schools when choosing where to lve than when
enrolling their child, hlacks alsy were more lkely to have considered schools at neither

decision point.
pirection of Choice

Household Characteristcs

Public and private achool parents demonstrated systematic differences in their
characterisﬁcs (Table 2-2). Respondents with a child in private gchool tended to bg
better educated, to have higheir family incomes, to be Catholic, to have attended private
scheools the mselves, and to live in large or medium-sized cities. Neither the size of the
household nor the number of children was related to choice of a public versus a private
school, and the race of the respondent made little difference. There was a slight
tendency for Hispanics to choose all types of private schools less frequently than whites,
but that was not true fgr blacks or other minority respondents in the survey. Private
school enrollm ent varied little ameng the regions.

The proportion of private school students enrclled was higher in kindergarten than
in any other grade level Non-Catholic religiously-affiliated schools and independent
schools Lad a much higher proportion of students in kindergarten than either C atholic or
public schools.

In addition to the differences between the backgrounds of public ang private school
students, there was variation among the types of private schools as well, Independent
achool students came from middle and upper income families and had highly educated
parents (Table 2-3). The parents of Catholic school students tended to have attendad -
private schools themselves, and have above average incomes. Parents of students in
other religicusly-affiliated gchools were more simflar to public school parents, yet there
was stll underrepresentation of the less educated and lower income parents.

As would be expected, there were differences in the religious and racial
backgrounds of students in the three types of schools (Tahle 2-3). The pa:rents of children
in Catholle schools were Catholic, while Protestants predominated in non-Catholic
religioualy-affiliated and independent schools, with a gizable minority of those from
other religious backgrounds. The racial backgrounds of chfildren in Cathollc schools
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Table 2-2

Household Characteristics and Current School Choice

Public Schools Private Schools " Number
\
A1l Respondents 88.1% 11.9% (8=2004}
Race
White 87.1% 12.9% (N=1518)
Black 89.7 10.3 (N=297)
Hispanic 95.1 4.9 (N=139)
Other 89.0 11.0 (N=41)
Religion
Protestant 91,8% 8.2% (N=1109)
Catholic 80.1 19.9 (N=561)
Other 86.7 13.3 (N=206)
None 95.8 4.2 (N=103}
ggzgnts' Education
Non_High School Graduate 96.3% 3.7% (N=341)
High School Graduate 93.4 6.6 (N=859)
Some College 82.3 17.7 {(N=396)
College Graduate 78.8 21.2 (N=218)
Post—Graduate 72 5 27.5 {(N=168)
Fani.y Income
Less than $7,500 96.2% 3.8% (N=183)
$7,500-$14,999 95.3 4.7 {(N=320)
$15,000-$24,999 89.8 10.2 (N=499)
$25,000—$&9,999 84.2 15.8 (N=736)
$50,000 and Over 75.7 24.3 (N=153)
Region
Northeast 89.3% 10.7% {N=231)
North Central 86.8 13.2 (N=585)
south 89.0 11.0 (N=833)
West 88.4 11.6 (N=337)
Place of Rresidence
“TLarge City 83.9% 16.1% (N=431)
Suburb 86.5 13.5 (N=311})
Mediym City 84.8 15,2 (N=421)
Small Citr or Town 91.2 8.8 (N=584%)
Rural 95.4 4.6 (N=251)
parents’ Schooling
Public School Only 91,32 8.7% (#=1498)
public and Private 85.7 14.3 ' (N=248)
Private School Only 6l.1 » 38.9 (N-l?ﬁ)
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Table 2-3
Characteristics of Fublic and Frivate Schocl Students

Public Catholic Other - Independent
Schools Schools Religious Schools
Schools

Race (»21758) (N=132) {N=69) (N=38)

White 75.2% 78.7% 86.1% 88.5%
Honwhite 24.8 21.3 13.9 11.5

Religion (¥=1745) (N=128) {N=69) (#=38)

Protestant 58.8% 12,9% 71.5% 66.4%
Catholic 25.8 82.4 6.6 5.3
Other 10.2 3.1 21.9 22.1
None 5.6 1.6 0.0 6.2

Parents' Education (8=1751) (N=130) (N=64) (N=38)

Non-High School Graduate 18.8% 4,2% 10.9% ©0.0%
1igh School Graduate 45.8 27.4 27.3 9.3
Some College 18.6 30.8 22.7 41.2

Coliege Graduate 9.8 19.7 28.1 7.3
Post-Graduate .9 17.9 10.9 42,0

Family Income {N=1664) (¥=127) (¥=65) {N=35)

Less than $7,500 10.6% & T% 1.6% 0.0%
$7,500-$14,999 18.3 3.6 14.7 2.8
$15,000—$2&,999 26.9 22.9 27.9 11.3
$25,000-§49,999 37.2 52.1 49,6 52.4
$50,000 and Over 6.9 16.8 6.2 33.5

Region (N=1754) (N=127) (N=69) (¥=37)

Northeast 11.7% 10.1% 16.1% . 2.7%
North Central 29.0 48.1 13.1 18.8
South 42.3 26.0 55.5 55.6
West 17. 15.8 15.3 22.9

Place of Residence (N=1760) (N=132) (N=69) (N=38)

Large City 20.5% 32.6% 21.2%
Suburd 15.3 18.6 21.9
Medtum Cicy 20.3 20.7 29.9

¢mall City or Towm 30.3 20.9 25.5
Rural 13.6 7.2 1.5

Parents' Schooling (N=1687) (Nw=130) {N=68)

Public School Only 81.0% 34.3% 79.3%
Public and Private 12.6 19.1 10.4
Priyate School Only 6.4 46.6 10.4
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approximated those of pubiic school children, while whites were overrepresented in the
other two types of schoals.

students in independent schools came from large and medium-sized cities.
Students in Catholic and other religious schoals were fairly evenly distributed, except
that a higher percentage lived in suburbs than was the case for public or independent
school househalds. The religicus schools differed among themselves in that students
enrolled in other religious schools came more from small cities or towns and less from
large cities than Catholic school students. All three types of private schools were
underrepresented ir rural areas, but Catholic school students were most prevalent in such
areas.

These relationships between respondent characteristics and school choice may be
due to several factors which influence the choice of schools. One is the cost of attending
private schools. Bet:er educated and higher income parents may be more likely to send
their children to private schools, especially independent schools where tuition tends to be
higher, because they are better able o afford it. A second factor could be availability.
There may be fewer private schools in less populated places. Another is the desire for an
education with a particular relgious orientation. A final factor, and cne that probably
reflects both the cost and religious dimen<ons, iz the strong impact of the respondent's
own school experience. Those who had attended only private schools the mselves were far
more likely than thogse who had no history of private schoal attendance to select private
schools for their own children.

Reasons for School Choice

All respondents were asked to svecify the most important factor influencing the
choice of school for their child. Three types of factors were mentioned most frequently
as the most important factor and accounted for two-thirds of the responges - -
assignment of the chfld to a particular school 25 percent), transportation or convenience
(22 percent}, and academic considerations {20 percent). No other specific factor was
mentioned by more than 10 percent of the parents.

The relative impertance of the various factors in household choice differed a great
deal among public and private sctool parents (Table 2-4), The private school Parents
tended t© mention t.ree groups of factors - - discipline, values or religious instruction,
and acade mic quality (which included academic standards, curriculum, and administrative
polcies). Public school parents alsc emphasized three factors - - academic quality,
tramsportation and the fact the student was assigned to a particular school. The primary
differences between “active® public school parents and private echool parents were

somewhat different and involved the factors of finances and values/religion. For both
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Table 2-4

Pactors Associated with Current School Choice
of Putlic and Private School Parents

' Piblic School Parents

nid Not
Consider Considered Private School
Other Schools Other Schools All Parents _
Most Important Factor
in Choosing Current (N=1387) (307 (uetegy) (230
&
Finances 7.1% 19.5% 9.3% o
Assignment to a School 36.2 0 28.2 0
Transportation/Convenience 26.3 15.0 24.1 3.6 ,
Values/Religion 0.1 2.0 0.5 29.8
Academic Stantards/Courses 13.2 32.6 16.7 41.9
Biscirline 0.8 4.7 1.5 12.2
Teachers 2.8 14.3 4.9 7.1
Very Important Factor in
Choosing Current School {(N=324) (N=236)
Academic Standards 1 83.4% 84.0%
Discipline - 85.6 87.1
Staff - 88.4 87.7
Courses - 68.7 62.4
Civic/Mor-al Values - 65.7 . 75.1
Finances - 54.0 16.7
Religious Instruction - 29.5 61.6
Mix of Student Backgrounds - 37.3 22.3
Desegregation - 21.9 12.9
Conyenience - 43.7 25.0
child‘'s Desire - 42.5 33.7

1These questions were not asked of public school parents who said they had not con-
gidered other schools at the time of enrolling the child in the current school.
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groups the most frequently mentioned reason was acade mic factors.

Thare were also large differences between public school parents making *latent®
and "active® choices. Those who had thought about more than one school were more
]il;ely to mention school costs and gchool guality as the most important factor in their
uldmate schooling selaction (Table 2-4}. Those who had not considered otner vchocls at
the Hme of enrolling the chid in his/her present school at moet had only considered the
current schocl and found it acceptable. Over half these parents mentioned student
assignment, transportation or convenience as the most important reason for the cholce of
ochools, reasong which suggest the acceptance of the neighborhood public schocl. Some
had chosen the place to live because of the schools, hut B any never seewed to give much
thought ta school options, Whether Of not a parent had considered the public achools as a
faztor In chc:oﬁng a place to live was unrelated to the reasons cited for selecting a
school among public school parenta, .

There were also differences among the private school parents, Those choosing
other religious schools were the least likely to mention academic congiderations as the
most important factor and the most lkely to cite religious or moral values (Table 2-5).
On the other hand, those selecting independent schools were the moet likaly to indicate
that academics were the most important reason for selecting a school. Religious or
moral values were second to Academic factors as the reasons cited for choosing a
Catholic school,

Table 2-5

Factors Associated with Current Parental Choice
of Different Types of Private Schools

Type of Private School
Other Religiously-

Most Important Factor in Catholic Affiliated Independent
Choosing the Current School (N=129) (N=67) __(n=36)
Vvalues/Religion 29.9% 42.92 6.92
Academic Standards/Courses 45.4 22.0 63.1
Discipline 11.8 14.2 7.8

Teachere 5.4 $.0 12.4
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Parents making “active® choices - - private schocl parents and public school parents
who had considered more than one school ~ ~ were asked if a variety of factors had
played a role in their decision about school choice. The differences between public and
pri‘vate achool parents within this group in terms of the types of factors emphasized were
not nearly as great as for the sample as a whole., Nearly all parents who made an explicit
choice about schools said discipline and the quality of the gtaff vere very important, and
that academic standazds and courses were very or somewhat important in their choice.

The primary differences between “active®” public schocl and private schoul parents
involved the factors of cost, which was rated as inportant in the choice of puhlic schools
but not private schools, and religious instructdon, which was important £or private schoal
parents. Cost was primarily a negative reason, & reason for not choossing a private
school, Pinances were considered by nearly 75 percent of "active® public school parents
and by about 50 percent of parents with children in private schools. Costs were very
important for over half the public school parents hut for less than 20 percent of private
achool parents (Table 2-4). {(One third of public school parents making a *latent” choice
said cost was a factor.)

The differences among private school parents on these gquestions were gimilar to
thoose mentdoned above relative to the “most important factor® queston. Independent
school parents emphasized courses offered 2s a very important factor, but were least
likely to cite religious instruction or civic/moral values. Those with children in cther
religious schoole mentioned religious values frequently, hut were the least likely to
mention the courses offered.

In sum mary, neither public nor private school parents represented undifferentiated
groups in terms of the nature of the choice protess. For most public schoc) parents, the
choice of schools was deter mined at the time of choosing their place of residence; once
that was decided, the o was less consideration of the specific school the child would
attend. "Active® public school parents, who had considered opHons cther than the
present school at the time of enrallment in it, more closely relembled private school
parents in the factcrs they cited, with academic factors being mentioned most
frequently. Parents chose different types of private schools for quite different reasons?
otirer religious schools in particular' were chosen because of their religious orientation
(with less concern for academics), while independent schools were selected primarfly
because of their academic characteristics.

There were few differences in factors mentioned between those considering schools
in their residential decisions and those who did not. However, those who consaidered
schooling options at both decision points were at least twice as likely to menton
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Table 2-6
satisfaction with Child's Current School

Extent of Ssprtisgfaction
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very

. Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Disgsatisfied

All Respondents 60.5% 26.5% 8.2% 4. 8% (N=2001)
Type of School

Pudbl¥c 57.2% 28.5% 8.9% 5.4% (N=1759)
Catholic 86.5 8.5 4.2 0.8 (N=132)
Other Religious 83.9 14.6 1.5 0 (N=69)
Independent - 78.3 20.3 1.4 0 (N=36)

* Choice Behavior by varents

Private School 84.47% 12.0% 3.1% 0.4% (N=238)
Active Public School  38.4 33.6 16.1 11.9 (N=344)
Passive Pubiic School 61.8 27.1 1.2 3.9 (N=1410)
Famiiy Income - All Respondents ’
Under $7,500 51.4% 20.6% 6.5% 11.5% (N=184)
$7,500-%145999 57.7 28.4 8.6 5.3 (N=320)
$15,000-$24, 999 58.2 25.7 11.0 5.2 (N=498)
$25,000-$49,999 61.9 27.8 7.6 2.7 (N=733)
$50,000 and Over 69.9 21.8 8.7 3.6 (N=153)
Famiiy Income - Public School Students
Under $7,500 49.1% 32.0% 6.8% 12.1% (N=176)
$7,500-$14,999 56.6 28.7 9.1 5.6 (N=303)
$15,000-$24 ,999 5%.6 27.6 12.2 5.6 (N=446)
$25,000-$49,999 58.0 30.7 8.0 3.2 (N=617)
$50,000 and Over 63.9 25.5 5.8 4.8 (N=115)
. Parent’s Educational Experience - All Regpondents
Public School Only 58.4% 28.6% 7.9% 5.1% (N=1495)
Mixed Public¢ & Private 60.6 23.7 11.5 4.2- (1=250)
Private School Only 72.3 17.9 6.1 3.7 (N=174)
Parent's Fiucational Experience - Publie School Students
Public School Only 56.5% 29.7% 8.3% 5.5% (N=1363)
Mixed Public & Private 56.4 25.9 12.8 4.9 (N=213)
Private School Only 56.2 27.6 10.0 6.2 (N=105)
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academic factors than anyone einse and those who considered schocls only In the
residential selection or not at all were more likely to mention aszignn ent, transportation r
or convenience as factors influencing thelr choice of school. ‘
mm_ua_gjgh_c urrent Schoal Choice

In general, parents were quite satisfied with the current schosl their cldld was
attending Table 2-6}. Howaver, those that were Qdissatisfied tended to be parenty of
puhlic school students {14 percent as opposed to 3 percent for pr:: . e school parents}. ¥
Public school parents who had considered other schools as they decided where to send
their child to school dlsplayed a particularly low level of gatisfaction. On the other hand, .
public schoal parents who had not thought about schools in selecting a place to live were
mor~ lkely t# be Qdissatisfied than those who had. Parents of high school students were
more likely to be dissatisfied in both private and public schocls,

Parents who were dizsatisfied with their child's school tended to cite three types of \
reagons for thelr dissatdsfaction - - curriculum, discipline, and the quality of L
instruction. Approximately half the dJissatisfied parents mentioned the qualty of ’
instruction, the teaching methods, or teachers themselves a8 reasons for their
dissatisfaction, while the quality of teachers was rarely mentoned as affecting people's
chalce of school, Thus it appearc that yhile teachers may not be 2 reason for initially .

\-r‘- .

selecting a school, experience with the gtaff or, more likely, with a particular teacher or
teachers can produce dissatisfaction, snd may be a reason for leaving a school., There
were no differences among the types of schools in the frequency with which these
: reasons for dissatisfaction were mentioned. K
£ Satisfaction was related to income. The broportion very satisfied with their child's
school increased steadily as Income increased. This may reflect 9greater choice
opportunities for higher income familles in selecting a school for their child and/or a L,
place to live convenient to the schools they find acceptable. Other variahles ausociated
with the choice of private schools, such as raliginn, type of school the parent attended,
and place of residence, also were associated with satfsfaction. However, this was a
reflection of the greater gatisfaction with private schools; those demoguaphic variables
were not associated of were much more weakly associated with satisfaction among )
parents of publiz school students {Table 2-6).
Pactors Associated with School Transfers

Some children in the sample had attended both private and public schools, and
additional insights into the reasns for school choice and factors in swit.c:h,'-'! schoois may e
be gained by looking at these chfldren. Seventeen percent of public school students had
once attendzd private schools. Nearly one-half of private school studen's had once ~L._\
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Table 2-7

Reasons for Transferring a Child
from One Type of School to Another

Reason for Transfer1 Transfer from Public to Private Transfer from Private to Public
(N=114) (N=307)

Cost 03, 23,5%
Move 0 21.2

Chiid 014 Enough for

Public School HA 16.9

Child Too Old for the
Private School NA g.1
Convenience/Transportation 2.6 7.2
Academic Standards 26.3 9.1
Curriculum 6.1 3.6 ‘
Teachers 12.3 3.9
Discipline 24.6 0
Religious Instruction 24.6 0.

NA Not Applicable

1Host frequently mentioned reasons for each type of transfer. Parents may have mentioned
more than one reason.

Table 2-8

“ Public School Parents Whe Had Con: idered
but Decided Against Transferring Child to Private School

Percent of Public School Parents

Reasons Mentioned for Mot Who Had Seriously Considered
Transferring to Private School Transferring Chilé to Private School
* (N=345)
Cnst 57.1%
Transportation 13.1
Academic Factors 11.6
Acceptance at Private School 7.0
Child's Preference 6.5
Belief in Fublic Schools 3.2
Religious Considerarions 2.8
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attended public schocls, In total numbers of children, more moved from the private to
the public sector (15 percent of the sample) than vice versa (6 percent}. The moves from
private to public schools were primarily attributable to two major factors, cost and
avaﬂnbiﬂty. The cost of private schooling was the reason most often mentioned as the
reason for the switch to a public schoal (Takle 2-7). Two factors related to availability
were also prominent -~ - the change came because of a change of residence, or the rrivate
school did not cover higher grades, Availabflity of public alternatives was also important
in accounting for witches from private to public achools in cases where children were
enralled in private kindergartens because there was no public kindergarten or where the
child gtarted in private gchool because she/he was too young 0 enter kindergarten or
first grade in the public schoo. 1t year, For these children, public schooling was not
available initially but when it became an option, the parents transferred the child to the
public gchool. The other two major reasons for transferring a child from a private to a
public schogl were academics and convenience,

Very different kinds of reasons were mentioned as reasons for switching from
public to private schools, and they tended to parallel the reasons parents gave for being
dissatisfied with their child’s present schiool. Academics were cited most frequently,
with discipline and teachers as other frequently-mentioned factors. The only reason for
transferring that was not also a reason for aissatisfaction was religious instruction cor
value-orientaton. In general, parents appeared to transfer a child from a public to a
private school because of dissatisfaction with the public school, while a move from
private to public gohools resulted not from diss: Hsfaction but for financial or logistical

reasons,

There were also public school parents who had consaidered switching their child
from a public to a private school at some point, but decided against it, Apéroxim ately
one fourth of the public school parents whose child had always attended public schools
fell into this category. The reas~rs given for not transferring the child reflect the
previous patterns; public schools tend to be chosen for cost or logistical reasons. By far
the most important factor cited by these parents for not transferring the child to a
private gschool was cost (Table 2-il). Prequently mentioned logistical factors included
transportation and the acceptance of the child in a private school. On the other hand,
academic factors including support or satisfaction with the puhlic gehool's curriculum,
teachers, the administrative policies, or satisfaction with the public schools in general,
consttuted the third most frequently cited group of reasons for keeping children in the
public schools.
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Respondents were asked if they planned to enrcll their child in a different schocl in
the next schocl year, and they indicated that approximately 1 cut of every 6 children
would be in a new schoal in Septe mber. There was ne difference in the frequency of such
anticipated moves by public and private schocl parents, hut private schocl children were
likely to change type of school far more than those in public schools. Nearly all the
public schoal children switching schoola would be in another public school, while half of
the transfers by private school students would be to a public school rather than another

private school, Respondents were not asked the reascn for the changes, but it seems
likely that most reflect nor mal points of transitdon, such as the child being in the highest
grade of his/her current school Such changes were repored moet frequently by parents
with children in kindergarten, and grades 5, 6, 8 and 9, They were twice as likely to
occur if the chidd was in grades K-8 than in the high schoal grades (9-11),
Private School Costs ;
There i5 considerable variation in the actual cost of sending & child to a private
school, Slightly over a third of the private schodl parents estim ated their total costs to
be between one and two thousand dollars, ywhile roughly one gifth estim ated costr in three
other categories — under $500, $500 to $999, and $2000 or more (Tahle 2-9),
When parents wer® agked how mach of a financial burden private schools sosts ere
for them, a similar distribution of responsel wzas apparent - - glightly over one third said
2 moderate burden, and one fifth fell in each of the other catrgories -~ - no burden, light

burden, and heavy burden. Of those who indicated that the costs were a moderate or
heavy burden, less than one fifth said they had ever congidered transferring their child to
a public school because of the high cost, Thus, many private schoot parents 4id not seen
to perceive the financial costs as being a major burden. On the other hand, private
school parents on the whale reported higher family incomes. Families who could not
afford the costs of private schools tended to keep their children in public schoals. Thus,
some public schocl parents cited costs 25 a reason for choosing their child’s present
school or not transferring him /her to a private school

The financial burden of private schools appeared greatest for those incurring
moderately high costs (§1,000 to $1,999)., This grcup of parents was most likely to say
that private school costs were a aoderate or heavy firancial burden and that they had
considered transferring their child to public schools because of the costa, Parents paying
the highest costs (§2,000 or more) tended to have high inComes, which m ay explain why
very high private scnuols costs were less Mkely to be perceived as a burden. Families
with incomes under $50,000 experienced far more financial strain as a result of sending a
child to private school than those with inComes above $50,000 (Table 2-9), Less than 10
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Table 2-9
Financial Burden of Private School Costs

Financial Burden of Private School Costs Considered Transfer to
- Public SchoolslBecause

Heavy Moderate Light None of Cost

A11 Private School
Regpondents (N=237) 21.4% 37.6 18. 0% (N=140)

Femily Income
Under $25,000 (N=71) (N=47)

$25,000-$49, 999
(N=118)

$50,000 and Over (N=86)J
(N=37)

Total Private School Costs

Under $500 (N=49) 12.2%

18.4% (N=49)
$500-$999 (N=51) 23.3% 27.7
$1000-$1999 (N=80) 25.4% 47.0 23.8% (N=58)

$2000 and Over (N=52) 24.6% 38.3 6.1% (N=33)

1These respondents included only those who i{ndicated that private gchool costs represented
a moderate or heavy financial burden.
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percent of the households with children in private achools received any financial aid for

private gchool costs,
Enowledge about Private Schocls

" public school parents varied considerably in thei- knowledge of and contact with

private achools. Parents of public school studente were asked whether there were private
echools serving their child’s grade in their com munity or nearby. Approximately one
fourth said there were no such schools. This percentage was lowest in the Northeast (21
percent). Parents lving in rural areas were more likely to say such achools did not exist
than those living in guburban areas, and higher~income and hetter-educated parents were
more apt to indicate that private schools were avaflable to gserve their children. Public
school parents who indicated that private schools were available were 8lso more likely to
have considered schooling alternatives when they selected their child's current gchool.

Public school parents were asked to give rough estimates of average tuition costs
(under $500, $500-$999, $1000-$1999, $2000 and over) in their com munity for the three
types of private echools and many did not feel knowledgahle enough to respond to these
questions. Slightly over half gave an estirmate for Catholic schools, while the proportions
were slightly jess than 40 and 30 percent respectively for other religious and independent
achools. Information about tuition at more than one type of school was even more
limited. Less than two fifths gave estimates for two or three types of schocls, while one
third of public gchool parents could not estimate tuition costs for any of the types of
schools.

Parents in large and mediuvm cities and suburbs were more likely to offer an
estimate of costs, as were those with higher incomes and more education. In addition,
parents who had thought about other schools for the child, who had themselves attended
private schools or whose child had once attended a private school, who planned to enroll
their child in a new school in the fall, or who said private schools were avaﬂ.al:;le, all were
able to estimate tuition costs at more types of private gchools,

Two composite measures were developed to indicate the extent of experience or
contact public achool parente had had with private schools. (See Aprpendix H for a
descripton of these tyo measures.) The {wo variables displayed similar patterns: parents
with lower inromes, who lved in rural areas, or were Protestants had less experience
with and were less predisposed toward private schools than others. Greater experience
and predispositdon alsd increased as parents’ ability to estimate tuition costs improved
and as the perceived availabflity of private achools increased. 1. addition, public school
parents with more experience with and predisposition toward private schools were more
likely to think about the choice of their child's school, both in selecting a place to live
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ar 1 in enrolling the chfld in the present school
Multivariate Analyses of Current School Choice

Many factors affect gchool choice, and the impact of each one has heen examined
aepar‘ately. Since a ramber of these factors are themselves related, it would be useful to
evaluate the relative importance of the independent variables, With economic data, the
multivariate statistical techniqus that would be used to disentangle the separate effects
of multiple independent factors ©on a dependent variable would he regression analysis.

However, that technigue iz not appropriate for survey data, which is categorical rather
than continuous.,

Log-linear analysis, a technigue which has been developed for categorical data, was
used to develop a multivariate causal model of school choice. The particular procedure
used was the logit procedure in SPSS-X, Alpha Test Relecase 2. {SPSS, 1983). Because
the dependent variahble in a logit analysis must be dichotomous, there ywere limits to the
analyses which could be undertaken. Cvurrent choice was defined in terms of a chﬂd';
enrollm ent in a public or private school; differences within the private sector were not
explored because the sample size was too small, Logit analysis involves exanining every
possible combination of values for the independent variables, and the iterations may not
converge if there are few Or No cases in too many cells. As a result there were gone
Mmitations on the number and combinations of variables that could be used
gim ultanecusly in each logit procedure. Given the sample gize, the SPSS logit procedure

could handle no more than seven independent variables,
Household characteristics and reasons for schopl choice were used as independent

variahles in a variety of logit models of current choice. The variahles and the way in
which they were dichotomized are indicated in Table 2-10. These variables were chosen
because they all de monstrated strong hivariate relationships wilh tae dependgnt variable,
current choice behavior. The decisions about how to dichotomize the de mographic
variahbles were based on two considerations. The primary one was to maximize the
extent of differences among the two categories of the independent variable with respect
to the dependent variahle, subject to the second congideration that there would be a
sufficient proportdon of cases in both categories. The temporal order of the independent
variables, Le. household characteristics assum ed to be prior to attitudes, was based on
the initial choice mo« 'l (Pigure 2-1). All the arrows indicated in the choice models
(Models 2-1, 2-2, and 2-3) represent logit coefficients that are significant at the .05
level. Purther infor aation from the logit analyses used to construct the causal models is

presented in Appendix G.




Table 2-10
Variables in Logit Analyses of Current Schoal Choice

Variable Categories
Echool Current School
1. Public
2. Private
Choice Extent of congideration of school choices

1. At time of housing decision and/or
school enrollment
2, At neither time

Income Househald income
1. Under $15,000
2. $15,000 or above

Educaticn Respondent’'s educational attainment

1. High school graduete or less
2. At least some college

School Type Type of schoal respondent attended
1. tnly public
2. M ixed or only private

Religion Respondent's religion
1. Protestant/none
2. Catholic/cther

Metro Place of residence
1. Large or medium City, suburb

2. Small city or towmn, rural

Race Race of respendent
1. White
2. Nonwhite
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Logistical factor (transportation,
assignment, location: convenience)
as most important in schoal f::hoice
(all parents)

l, Yes

2, No

Cost as very important factor {for
*active" choosers)

l.Yes

2. No

Religious Instruction Religious instruetion as very important
factor (for ®active® choosers)
1. Yes
2. No
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ALl the variahles included in the caueal model of current choice for the entire
eample {Model 2~-1) had a gignifi~ant direct impact on the probability that a parent would
choose a public school for their child, EHowever, one variable, the méntoning of a
logistical consideration as the most important factor in selecting the current school, far
cutweighed the importance of any other variahle in the model This reflects the
sesponses of the large proporHon of public gchoql parents making "latent® choices, When
asked what was the most important reason for selecting the current school, they tended
to cite logistical reasone as the most important factor. Because of the way the logit
procedure operates, only one "most important® variahle could be entered into a single
model. Medels employing other factors, such as academic factors or cost, did not fit as
well as Model 2-1 which included logistical considerations,

In terms of demographic variables, the results from Model 2-1 are consistent with
those from the bivariate crosstabulations. Parents with lower incomes, less education,
who lived outside large metropolitan areas, att2nded only public schools, and had no or a
Protestant religious preference were more likely o enroll their child in a public school.
Of these factors, education had the strongest effect and metropoalitan regidence least,
but the differences among the demographic factors were small,

Two reasons may contribute to the lack of strong relationships for any factor other
#+ .1 logistical considerations. One is the large proportion of public school parents who
had not made an "active® choice; the second is the skewed distribution of the dependent
variable - -~ 87 percent public and 13 ::arcent private. For these reasons, a choice model
vwas developed for ‘those parents who had made an ®active® choice to gee if the
relationships with choice were any cl2arer, stronger, or different for this group of
parents, Models for this group of parents could be developed which included more than
cne variable related to reasons for choice.

A mong the "aclive® choosers, the proportion of children enzalled in private schools
was xuch higher (43 percent) than for the sample as a whale. Again reasons for echool
cholee were more strongly related to school selection than were demographic
shszacterics of the parents (Model 2-2). The two r2zsons for choice that were the best
g. edictors of school type were cost and iL.e availability of religibus instruction. The
furmer was associated with the cholce of a public achool and the latter with the choice N
of a private echool, Three demographic variables had a direct influence on school cheice:
income, 2ducation, and r igion - - and of these, education had the largest effect.
Purthermore, education had the greatest indirect effect a. well, as it was the only
3e moegraphic variable that was related to both reasons for choice in the model Parents t
with a4t least some attendance at college were less likely to mention cost or religious
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instructHon as a factor. The other variahles associated with mentioning cost were income
and race. Nonwhites and lass affluent respondents were more likely to cite cost az a
factor. Parental attendance at a private school and a Catholic or other religious
pr'eference increased the likelihood that a parent would mention relgious instruction as a
very Iimportant factor in selecting a achool and thereby indirectly fincreasing the
probability that a private schoal would be chose..

A third logit model {Model 2-3} was developed for the exte 1t of choice exercised by
public school parents in choosing a school. The dependent variable was whether parents
considered schooling alternatives - - when enrolling the child in t+he ~urrent achool and/or
when choosing a place o live - - or not.

Pour demographic varjables were relsted to whether parents considered schooling
spions - - parental schoal type, education, income, and metropolican rezidence.
Attending only a public school, having less education or a lower income, and lwing
outside a large metropolitan area increased the probabjlity that no conscious:
consideration was given to schools at either point in time. Metropolitar. [.cawon and
income had the strongest impact on the extent of chaice exercised by public schoal
parents,

Conclusion

The £indings about school choice from the survey are generally congistent with the
linited evidence on this topic in the literature. Similar to several other studies, the
sur~ey revealed that a substantial number of public school parents give little thought to
the school their child would attend and that such parents tend to be less well-educated,
have Jower incomes, and to be less informed about schooling options. The survey also
revealed that such parents are more Ykely to live in nonmetropolitan settings and to have
attended only public gchool the mselves.

The factors identified in the survey as being associated with school chc;ice and the
transfer from one school to another are alsod congistent with the results of previous
research. Parents tend to choose private schools because they are dissatisfied with oz
cannot find what they want in the public achools. Different factors are associated with
the choice of different types of private school. Parents tend to choose church-related
schools because of their own religious crientation, while independent gchools are selected
because of academic factors. To a lssser extent, Catholic schoals are also chosen for
acadenic reasons. Transfers tend to occur in yrades that are natural transition peints,
such as first grade or at the time Of entry into middle or high echool.

The cost of a private achool education had quite different consequences for public
and private school parents. While cost was a major factor inhibiting the gelection of a
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private school for public school parents, particulary less affluent ones, it was not a major
factor influencing the chojce of private school parents. Furthermore, many private
school parents did not perceive what they were paying in private schoal coste to be a
pirdcular burden. That may have been & function of family income, sgince i:rivate schoal
parents as a group had higher incomes.

In terms of the general model of schoal cheoice presented at the beginning of this
chapter, both household characteristics and attitudinal factors were strongly asso;:iated
with schooling choices. The exact nature of the relationships varied with the amount of
thought given to the selection process. Logistical considerations were by far the most
gignificant variables accounting for schocl choice in the sample as a whole, but this
reflects the large group of public gchool parents who had accepted the child's assignm ent
to the local neighborhood school. (That group includes parents who said they had chosen
their present place of residence in part because of the public schoqls their children would
attend.) Among parents who had given some thought to alternatives at the time of:
enrolling their child in the current school, the cholce of that school was &130 heavily
influenced by the priority given to certain reasons for choice, but different ones than for
the sample as a whale. None of the demographic factors were as important as the
reasons for cholce of cost and the availability of religibus instruction, and much of their
impact was indirect, through the intervening factors of reasons for choice.

Two indicators of socio-economic status, household income and regpondent's
educatior, d1d have substantdal direct and jndirect eifects on the cheoice of schodls.
Higher status varents were more likely to enrcll thefir children in private schools and
were also less likely to mention cost, whizh was associated with public school enrallm ent,
a5 a factor in their schoal cholce. In addition, a parent's own school experience was
associated with both the extent and outcome of gchool cholce. Parvnts with only public
school experience yere less likely to chotse a private school for thefr child or' to consider
alternatives in the selection of a school. Education was the most powerful demographic
variable in both models of che direction of school cholce.
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Chapter 3
TUITION TAX CPCZDITS: SURVEY RESPONSES

While there has been much discussion of tuition tax credits in recent years, there is
little practcal experience by which to judge the impact of such & policy. The School
Finance Project attempted to provide some insight into this gquestion through the
household survey. This chapter sum marizes the survey results related to tuition tax
credits. Chapter 4 will discuss the interpretadion and implications of these findings.
Responses to the survey questions represent expressions of preferences, and may not
always indicate what the parent would do if a tax credit were instituted at some time in
the future. Chapter 4§ discusses this issue and its implications for the interpretation and
use of the survey results.

Previous research

While many have speculated about the effects of tuition tax credirs on' public :and
private schools and revenue losies to the Federal Government, relatively few have
gathered or analyzed empirical data on such effects. Those efforts can be gdivided into
two types of analyses, ones based only on students currently eprolled in private schools,
and others that try to estimate the extent to which studerts would change schools inder
a credit. The first group of studies will be discusse@ briefly, but those that attempt to
take the full impact of a tuition tax credit into account will be diccussed in greater
detail.

There have been six attempts to estimate he effects of a tuition tax credit based
on current enrollments in private schools (Jacobs, 1980; Catterall, 1981; Congressional
Budget Office, n.d., and 1981; Longanecker, 1981; Augenblick and McGuire, _1982}. These
studies have focused on geveral issues: the distribution of benefits to various segments
of the population {by regicn, race and income categoryl), the impact of varying aspects of
the credit (level, refundability, ard percent of tuition covered), and the cost of a credit
to the Federal Government in ter me of lost tax revenues.

The findings of these studies have been generally congisten: The distribution of
benefits among geographic areas and classes of individuals wouvld primarfly ref ect the
pattern: of enrollments in private schools. Therefore, whites, upper income families, and
the Northeast and North Central regions would receive disproportionate shares of
berefits from tuition tax credits because of higher rates of private s'chool attendance.
Differences in tn:icion levels account for the departures from distribution patterns ! :at
oimply ,mi.rror the enrollment patterns. According to the 1978 CPS data which these




studies used, tuition tended to be higher for blacks, for elementary schoals in the Scuth
and West and for high schools in all the réaions, and for higher income familics. These
patterns tend to skew the distribution of benefits toward these categories of fam{lies and
tolrard these regions. This is particularly the case at higaer levels of a credit.

Previnus studies found that varying the characteristics of the credit would affect
the digtribution of benefits. The major dimensions of a credit are its maximua level, the
maximum percentage of tuition custs covered, and the presence or absence of
refundability and income ceiling provisions. The benefits of raising the level of the
credit would accrue disproportionately to those paying kigher tuitions (blacks, parents of
high school students, families in the South and West, and upper income familiesj.

The im pact of raising “he percentage of tuition costs covered 22pends on the level
of the credit. Under lower levels of the credit, raising the percentage £ tuition costs
covered would have less effect. If the credit were $250 and the percentage novered was
raised from 50 percent to 100 parcenrt, i+ would only affect those paying jegx than $500 in
tuition, which would be relatively few. Bu% if the level were $500, the same increase

would affect many more families, because it would increase the credit for any family
paying less than $1,000 in tuition. In general, raising the percentage level of coverage
while the level of credit remains constant would benefit those paying l.wer levels nf
tuition,

Refundability would help those with the lowest levels of income and tnerefore the
lowest tax liabllities. On the other hand, such families tend to have low proportions of
children enrolled in private schools and to pay low tuitions when they do opt for private
schools, Therefore, refundability would not result in major increases in the cost ¢.
tuition tax credit {udeas it produced a major increase in the rate of attandance or the
tuitdons paid by eligible families;. An income celling (if at a high level) would have
similar effects - - a mfnor change in the total cost of the credit anc a distribution of
benefits that would be glightly jess advantageous to the affivent,

Two gtudies {Gemello and Csman, 1981; Noell and Myers, 1$82) have used empirical
data to examine the extent to which public school parents would move their children to
private schools if a tuition trx credjt were available. Both examined the elasticity of
demand for private education.l Gemelln and Osman ctudied the income elasticity of
demand, while the Noell and Myers study investigated beth price ard income elasticiiy.

1glasticity I8 a measure of how responsive ¢.-* variahle {8 to changes in auother
variable. For example, a price elasticity of demand for private schools of .25 would
mean that for every one percent increase in the ~ost of private schoals, the number ol
private schcol students would decline by one quar ' of ona percent.
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Based on 1970 Census data for California school districts, Gemello and Osman
estim ated income elasticity of demand to© be approximately .67 and tr be much higher for
non-church than for church-reiated private schoois. This estimate is consistent with the
6bservation that the effect of tultion tax credits on private school enrollments due to an
income effect would be minor because the increase in income would be ac sm 2}l for most
families. However, to the extent there is an jncome effect, it would be greatest in the
lowest income groups {especially if the credit were refundable), because a given level of
credit would constitute a highe.r percentage of income for those with lower incomes.

Two major drawbacks to the Gemello and Osman skudy were the use of 1970 Census
data, which may be quite dated, and the unit of analysis, which was geographic areas - -
States, school districts and census units - - rather than individuals. Weither of these
limitatdons apply to the Noell and Myers study. Their data base was the October 1979
Current Population Survey (CPSj and the unit of analy=is was pupils. However, there are
limitations in thic data base which should be noted. One is that the CPS estimate Of
numbers of Private school students is considzrably below those of the National Center for
Education Statistics. A second concerns the data on private gschool tuitions, which show
a2 rather high proportion of children with no tuition costs. A third is major differences
between the 1978 and 1979 CPS surveys pertaining to relationships between tuition costs
and family characteristics., The most noticeable concerns race: the 1978 survey
indicated blacks paid higher tuitions than whites but no such‘pattern appeared ir. the 1979
data. A final limitation was noted in Chapter 1. The CPS data tend t underestimate
family income.

The estimates of income elasticity by Noell and Myers were not very different than
Gemells and Osman's and showed the same pattemns - - higher elasticities for non—
church-related gchools and for nonwhites (who generally have lower incomes). They
estimated price elasticity {at the mean) at -.42 for church-related schools and found that
it was much higher for children in low-income than in high-inco.nre families., On the
other hand, the price elasticity for non-Church-related schools was essentially zero.

Using only price elasticity to estimate switches to private schools with a tuition
tax credit of $250 covering up to 50 percent of tuition, they suggested there would be a
net increase in private school enrollment of 1€ percent (which would mean that less than
2 percent of public schnol parents would switch their children to private schools) and al’
the increase would be in church-affiliated schools. However, the authors noted that this
was a maximum estimate of switching to private schools, because it implicitly assumes
an infinitely elastic supply of schools and no increases in tuition. To the extent that the
supply of private schools would be somewhat inelastic, prices would rise and the shift to
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Private schools would be 1ess. 1f the supply were totally inelastic, prices would increase
equal to the amcunt of the credit and there would be no increase in private school
enrollment. The Treasury Department used@ the Noell-Myers resuits in deriving cost
< estimates for the President’s 1983 tuition tax credit proposal (Office of Management and
Budget, 1983),

Longanecker's (1981) hypothetical scenario in which enrollments were highly
sensitive to tuition prices produced a much higher estimate of public gchool transfers.
However, Longanecker concluded that "tuition tax credits would not likely lead to
appreciable jncreases in nonpublMic gchool =nrollments but might jead to significant
increases in tuition (p. 23)."

Two polls have asked questions related to tax credits, The 1982 Gallup poll on
attitudes toward public schools asked public school parents whether they would prefer to
send their eldest child to a public or private school if private schools were tuition-free.
The responses to that itew (in May 1982, based on personal interviews in the home) were
45 percent choosing private schools, 47 percent public schools and 8 percent "don't know®
(Gallup, 1982). A Gallup poll conducted for Newsweek found that 23 percent of public
school parents would be likely to switch to private schocls with a tax credit of $250 to
$500 (Williams, 1981).

Eoth the Gemello and Osman (1981) and Noell and Myers (1982) studies irdicated
that low-income families would be more responsive o a tuidon tax credlt, and
Longarecker suggested a gimilar pattern. %“'he two empirical studies of demand elasticity
both found that income elasticity was much higher for independent schools.

Framework for Analyses of Tuition Tax Credits

The major reveach Questions about tuition tax credits which the survey was
designed to answer were what children might change schools under a credit, why would
they be transferred, how would potential responses to a credit be affected b}} the nature
of the credit, and what might the implications be for both public and private schools.

These qucstions and the previous research on tax credits shaped the design of the survey
and the analysis of results. The game 9eneral model was used to analyze responses to the
tuition tax credit items as for current choice {Figure 3-1). Parents were asked about
posgible responses to geveral levels of credit in order to investigate how the nature of the
credit might affect preferences. Several items were includead in the survey to facilitate
the asseasment of the validity of responses about tax credits and the likelihcod that
parents would implemel their expressed preferences. These included items about
familiarity with tuition tax credits prior to the survey and the avaflability of private

schools i,; the area.
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Figure 3-1
Components of the Model of

Response to a Tuition Tax Credit

HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

Size

Income

Education

Region

Type of Community

Parental Private School
Experience

Religion

PARENTAL ATTITUDES
ABQUT SCHOOLS

Satisfaction

Knowledge and Awareness
of School Options °

Knowledge of Tuition
Tax Credits

RESPONSE TO
TUIT10N TAX

CREDIT

$250
$500
A1l Tuition Costs

PREVIOUS SCHQQLING
DECISIONS

txtent of Choice

Current School Choice

Private School Experi-
ence and Proclivity

Reasons for Current
Choice

* Including the current choice of schools.
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Carents were asked whether they would consider changing their child's school
placement if there were a Pederal tuition tax credit at three different levele: $250,
$500, and all tuition costs. These levels were chosen to reflect previous proposals about
tax credits as well as the 1982 Administration propusal, For children in §rades 1-12, the
1983 Administration pzoposal provides a tax credit of $300 when fully phased-in, a 50
percent limit onh the tuition costs covered by the credit, and an income ceiling of $40,000
for the full credit, with proportional reductions in the credits for families with incomes
between $40,000 and $60,000. The survey instrument did not include Questions about
percentage limits on tu'tion costs or on inccome ceilings becauvse it was assur 4 that this
type of questioning was too complicated for easy comprehension in a short telephone
survey. (Other surveys on tuition tax credits have made the same assumptions.)

The questions on tuition tax credits asked respondents yhether they would be "very
likely,” "somewhat likely,” "somewhat vruikely,” or "very unlikely” to change their child's
school if a tax credit were availahle. Most of the discussion of preferences presentéd
here is for parents of children in public schools who said they would be "very likely” or
"somewhat likely" to transfer their £hild to a private school if a tuvition tax credit were
available. .7 addition, there is some discussion of the parents with children in private
schools who said they might transfer their child to another private school in responsc to a
tax credit. Parents who said they would be "very likely" or "somawhat likely” to switch
schools were asked what tvpe of school (Catholic, other religiously-arfiliated, or
independent) they would transfer their child to, and the most important factors they
would consider in choosing the new school,

The initial questions about tax credits in the interview schedule dealt with a credit
of $250, and then successive credits of $500 and credits equal to all tuition costs were
introduced. Not all respondents were asked about credits at the two higher levels. It
was ,ssumed that parents who indicated they would be apt to switch their child to
another gchool at one level of credit would be apt to do so at higher credit levels as
well Consequently, those parents who irdicated they would be "very likely" or
gymewhat likely” to transfer their child to another school at a $250 cr¢dit were not
asked about their response to credits for $500 ang all tuition costs.

This decision was made to reduce the length of the ir:erview, but it also had
consequences for the way in which the analysis could be conducted. It was not possible
to analyze those who would be “very likely” to transfer their child for any credit level
beyend $250. A parent who said they would be "somewhat likely” to transfer their child
at $250 might have said they would be "very likely™ to do so at one or both of the credit
levels above $250, but they were not given the opportunity o do so. %o facilitate
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comparison of preferences across the three credit levels, the responses to the tax credit
items are collapsed into two categories in most of the tables in this chapter, The "very
likely” and "somewhat likely” categories are combinec as are the "somewhat unlikely”
and "very unlikely” categories. Other reasons for combining the categories in this way is
the similarity in the patterns for the "very lkely” and "somewhat likely” categories and
also to increase the sample size {and therefore the reliability of the findings) for those
indicating they might change their school choice under a tax credit. In the text, when
reference IS made to parents who are "likely” to transfer their child, this refers to the
combined responses of the "very likely” and "somewhat likely” categories.

The first part of the chapter will dfscuss how knowledgeable responcents yere
ahbout a tuition t2< credit prior to the sutvey. The next section will discrss the
characteristics of respondents who indicated the greatest interest in changing schools in
response to a credit, factors associated with switching, differences in switching patterns
at higher credit levels and differences between public and private school respondents.
Mcst of the analysis will focus on switching at 2 $250 credit.

Knowledge of Tax Credits

Aporoximately 55 percent of the respondents had heard of a tuition tax credit

before, but private school parents were far more likely to be aware of the credit then
" P public scheol parents., This pattern held consistently across al) rzcial, religious,
- educationaly and income groups and also across region and place of residence (Table 3~
1). Among public school parents, whites, those living in the suburbs, and those with
higher incomes and more education were more likely to have heard of tuition tax
credits, Similar patterns for race and status appeared for private schoc! narents, but the
. differences among groufs were generally much smaller. There was no significant
relaticnship between prior knowledge of 2 tuition tax credit and region or religion.
Awareness of tuition tax credits was also higher among public school parents vho
had greater contact with or knowledge about private schools or who had given some
thought to the choice of their child's current school, For example, nearly three fifths of
those who said private schools were availahle in their com munity had heard of tuition tax
credits, compared with two fifths of those who said they were not available. Others
more lkely to have heard of tuition tax credits included parents who could estimate
‘dticn costs at one or more types of private schools, those who had hagd at least one child
in a private school and those who had considered sending the chil@ to a private school in
the past,
Propensity to Switch Schools under a Tax Credit

Parents were asked how Hkely they would be to change their child's school under &
tax credit. Over half the parents indicated they probably would not switch their child
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Table 3-1

Knowledge of Tuition Tax Credits awong
Public and Private School Parents

Percent of Respondents Who Have Heard of Tuition Tax Credits

Total Sample

Race

White
Black
Hispanic
uther

Religion

Protestant
Catholic
Other

None

Parent's Education

Public School

Non-High School Graduate
High S$chcol Graduate

Some College
College Graduate
Post-Craduate

Family Lncome

Under $7,500
$7,500 - $§14,999
$15,000 - $24,999
$25,000 - $49,999
$50,00C and over

Region

Nottheast
North Central
South

West

Place of Residence

50.5% (N = 1749)

56.9% (N = 1309)
36.5 (N = 266)
18.5 (N = 130)
36.6 (N = 36)

51.4%2 (N = 1010)
50.2 (N = 446)
42.3 (N = 178)
58.3 (N = 96)

22.0% (N = 326)

43.3 (N = 794)
66.3 (N = 325)
82.4 (N =171}
83.8 (& = 118)

27.6% (N = 172)
32,9 (N = 301)
48.7 (N = 446)
64.6 (N = 615)
68.5 (N = 112)

54.6% (N = 205)
51.9 (N = 504)
50.4 (N = 733)
46.1 N = 294)

Private School

84.7% (N = 235)

85.8%7 (N = 194)
78.0 (N = 30)
*

*

84.9% (N = 90)
84.2 (N = 111)
*

*

78.4 (N = 56)
87.7 (W = 69)
89.0 (N = 45)
96.7 (N = 46)

86.7% (N = 75)
91.3 (N = 92)
Thot (N = 39)

Large City 33.6% (N = 360) B1.7% (N = 68)
3uburb 70.6 (N = 267) 91.7 (N = 42)
Medium Civy 48.5 (N = 357) Bl.4 (N = 62)
Small City or Towm 53,9 (N = 522) 85.4 (N =51)
Rural 50.2 (N = 236) *

*Less than 30 cases. GU
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out of public schools even if all tuition costs were covered (Table 3-2), Of those who did
express some inclination to transfer thelr child to a private school, more than half said
they would do so at the lowest of the three credit levels. Doubling the level of the cregit
‘ncreased the number of parents expressing an interest In taking advantage of it by less
than 50 percent. For a variety of reasons, which will be discussed at length in Chapter 4,
those responses probalily greatly overestim ate the number of parents who would actually
transfer their child@ under a tax credit. At each leve. of the credit, fewer respondents
said thev yould be "very likely” than "somewhat likely® to switch. At $250, only 9.2
percent said they would be "very likely® to switch as compared to 14,3 percent ywho would
be "somewhat likely.”

Public school parents who said they were inclined o switch to private schools under
a $250 credit were disproportionately black or Hispanic, had lz.s education and lower
incomes, and were residents of larae or medium cities. Those with other cr Catholic
religious affiliations were slightly more prone to express an inclination to switch to
private schools than respondents who were Protestant or had o religious affiliation.
There were no Jdifferences in the preferences about a $250 taxX credit by region or
between parents who had attended public or private schools themselves as children.

Public school parents without prior knowledge of a tuition tax credit were more
inclined to say they would switch to a private school under a $250 credit than those who
had heard of a tax credit before (Table 3-3). This suggests that, for at least a portion of
the sample, the inclination to switch schools as a result of a tax credit may not have
been based on a great deal of information. Analysis of responses of a more inforined
subsample of public school parents, i.e.. those who had heard of a tuition tax credit,
produced a decline In the proportion of posrible transfers among all categories of
parents. However, the pattern for the "informed" group resembled that found for the
sample as a whole: hlacks were more interested in switching than whites. as were
parents with less education and lcwer incomes. There were no significant differences in
the proclivity to transfer to private schools related to religion, region or place of
residence for the more informed parents.

Responses to higher levels of a tuition tax credit ~ - $500 and all tuition costs -~ ~
generally gdisplayed similar Patterns to those at $250 (Table 3-4), Groups with the
highest propensity to switch at $250 were also those most inclined to switch at higher
credit levels, However, the differences among groups in the propensity to switch were
less pronounced at higher credit levels and in some cases were not statistically
significant. Black, Hispanic, less- educated: and lower-income parents constituted a
sm aller proportion of those who woull switch at credit levels above $250. For whites and
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Table 23-2

Propensity of Public Schodl Patvents to Transfer Their Child
in Resjponse to Varying Levels of a Tuition Tax Credit

Propensity to Switch Tuition Tax Credict

All Tuition
8250 £500 "Costs
(N=1687) (Ii=1292)1 (=1149)°
Very Likely 155 26 59
Somewhat Likely 241 119 156
Somewhat Unlikely 202 207 40
Very Unlikely 1089 940 794
. . Very Likely or Somewhat Likely 23,5% 32.023 4&.623
.. Somewhat Unlikely oy Very 76.5 68.0 55.4
- Unlikely

1Paren:s who did not respond "very 1likely" or "somewhat 1ikely” ar $250.

2Parents who did not respond "very likely" or "somewhat likely" at $250
and $500.

3Cumulative percentages for the entire public school sample (N=1688), rep-
resenting all who would be "very likely" or "somewhat 1likely” to switch at
that level of a credit or below.
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Table 3-4

o Inclinations to Switch Schoola by Public School Parents
- under Tuition Tax Credits of Different Levela

1f o Proporiior of Public School Parents Responding
’ "Very Likely" or "Somewhat Likely" ta Switch Schools
at Different Credit Levels

* *
~ $255 $500 A11 Tuition Never Switch
.=y
All Pablic School
. Respondents 23.5% 32.0% 44,6% 55.4% (N=1688)
N Race
< White 18.8% 26.8% 39.3% £0.7% (R=1273)
Bleck 37.9 47.2 61.0 39,0 (§=252)
Hispanic 44,1 53.C 65.2 34,8 (N=124)
. Other 14.9 29.8 47.8 52.2 (N=34)
Religion
Protestant 21.0% 28.8% 41.0% 59.0% (N=982)
Catholic 27.3 35.3 49.0 51.0 (N=421)
Otaer 27.8 37.7 48.3 51.7 (R=172)
None 22.8 38,6 58.7 41.3 (N=92)
_ E Parent's Education
- ' Ron~-High School Grad. 31.8% 39.37 52.3% 47.7% (N=307)
High School Graduate 23.0 32.9 46.1 53.9 (R=768)
Some College 24,5 31.6 46,3 53.7 (N=311)
College Graduate 17.0 24.2 34.5 65.5 (R=167)
Post Graduate 11.3 19.6 27.9 72.1 (R=120)}
Family Income
Under $7,500 32.0% 43.9% 54.4% 45.6% (N=164)
! $7,500-814,999 32.8 39.0 51.0 49.0 (¥=291)
$15,000-524,999 29.90 37.8 51.7 48.3 (N=421)
$25,000-%49,999 16.8 25.8 39.8 60.2 (N=617)
$50,000 and Over 10.8 21.5 33.3 66.7 (N=106)
Region
Northeast 22.2% 34,52 48.6% 51.4% (N=192)
North Central 21.7 28.0 39.8 6£0.2 (N=489)
South 24,1 33.1 44,7 55.3 (N=717)
Weat 25.7 34,3 50.9 49.1 (N=279)
Place of Residence
Large City 34.8% 45, 3% 58,82 41.2% (N=352)
Suburb 19.0 24.5 37.6 62.4 (N=253)
Medium City 28.3 37.2 48.4 51.6 (N=337)
Swall City or Towm 19.3 30.2 43,9 56,1 {N=508)
Rural 13.9 16.6 28.2 71.8 (N=234)
*
The second and third columns reflect cumulative percentages -- the percentage of

avitchere at $250 plus the additional awitchera at $500 Plus the additional
gwitchera if all tuition were covered by the credit.




higher status groupe, a greater proportion of the gwitches would occur at credit lavels
ahove $250. For example, of those who say they would transfer their child at some level
of a tuition tax credit, nearly three Fifths of those with incomes below 325_,000 would do
80 a* a $250 credit, while approximately two thirds with incomes above $50,000 would do
80 at a credit above $250. This pattern may indicate that it takzs a larger financial
incentve to prompt higher status families to change their achool plscement, or that
among parents jinterested in private schools, those who can afford the cost of tultior
have already enrolled their children in private schoals.

There were €glight wvariations in the respongiveness of different religibus and
geographic groups to higher tuiticn tax credits, Parents with no religiovs affiliston
professed great inclinations to transfer their children if the credit were higher,
partcularly if all tuition costs were to be covered. AsS a result, thig group had the loyest
proportion ind’~ating they would never switch schools under any lavel of tax credit but a
low proportion indicating an interest in transferring with a $250 credit, Fareits in the,
Northeast and West were more inclined to switch initially at lavels above $250,
particularly if all tyition were covered, than were those in the South and K~rth Central
regions. Place of residence followed the same pattern as the'race and gtatus variables:
among groups with Jower propensities to gwitch Le., those outside large and medium-size
cities, a higher proportion of those who might switch would do 20 at credit lavels above
$250.

Pactors Associated with Preferences for Switching

Public school parents who were satisfied with thuoir current school cholce irdicated
that they were less likely to switch their child from public to private schools with a $250
tax credit than disc-’isfied parents (Tzble 3-5). Eighteen percent of those very satiafied

with the present school were likely to switch, compared with 60 percent who were very
dissatisfied. It should be noted, however, that very or somewhat dissatisfied Parents
made up only 13 percent of all public schocl parents in the sy mple,

Greater exverience with private schoals &mong public school parents was
associated with an jinclination to switch to p.ivate schocls in response to a tuition tax

credit. An index of private school "proclivity™ was developed which measured 4 fapily's
experience with and previous interest in private schoals {see Appendix P). The progportion
of "likely” switchers rose with increased private school proclivity (Table 3-5). Thase with
the greatest proclivity toward private education were pacticcliarly prone to changing
their school choice in response to a tax credit, pyt there were Veq: few parents in this

category.
The differences among public school parents with varying levels o f knowledge about
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Table 3-5

Factors Associated with Inclinatfons to Switch Schools
under a $250 Tuition Tax Credit for Public School Parents

Factor "Very Likely" or "Somewhat Likely" ''Very Unlikely' or "Somewhat
to Transfer Cnild Unlikely" to Transfer Child
to Private School to Private School

Satisfaction with Current School

Very satisfied 17.6% 82.4% (N=991)
Somewhat satisfied 26.5 73.5 (N=4.2)
Somewhat dissatisfied 34.0 66.0 (N=140)
Very dissatisfied 59.5 40,5 (N=77)
Private School "Proclivity"
Hone 16.7% 83.3% (N=798)
Low 26.6 73.4 (N=625)
Moderate 33.0 67.0 (N=217)"
High 59.7 40.3 (N=31)
Number of Types of Private Schools
Provided Estimates of School Costs
Hone 16.57 83.5% (N=561)
One 26.4 73.6 (N=488)
Two 24,9 75.1 (N=304)
Three 28,7 71.4 (N=307)
Considered Other Types of School
at Time of Current School Choice
) Yes 41.3% 58.7% (N=302)
No 19.4 80.6 (N=1361)
Cost a8 Factor in Choosing Current School
Yes 35,5% 64.5% (N=688)
No 15.2 R4.8 (N=999)




private gchool costs were less extre me, but parents who ptovided an estimate of school
costs in at least one type of private schodol were at least 50 percent more prone to switch
under a $250 tax credit than those who could not estim ate costs in any type of private
schoo) (Table 3-5), In addition, public schocl parents who had given some thought to
ochool alternatives in chooaing their current school were more than twice as likely to say
they might switch from public to private schools with a tuithon tax credit than those who
had not (Table 3-5). EHowever, consideration of schools as a factor in choosing a place to
live was not related to responses to a tuition tax credit,

Public school parents who had mentioned financial factors as an elewment in their
chaice of current schools were far more Hkely to say they would be inclined to switch
under a tax credit than those for whom cost was not a factor. This was true for the
subsample of public schoal parents who had heard of a tuiton tax credit as well as for
the enre sample. These patterns are generally consistent with the findings for current
chaice of schools (Chapter 2). Financial costs are an important negative factor
preventing some parents from sending their children t© a private school Furthermore,
public school parents whose prior decisions about an actual or possihle school transfer
had been influenced by financial considerations were more inclined to takKe advantage of
a tuition tax credit than others.

Choice of School under a Tax Credit
Each type of private school could gain additional gtudents under a tax credit of

$250 (Table 3-6). A much higher proportion of these parents expressed & preference for
non~Catholic private schools than under current enrollment pztterns. This paltern was
particularly evident for credit levels above $250 and for independent schools. It would
appear that financial congiderations have been a particular deterrent to the choice of an
independent school

Reasons Jiven for sclecting a private school under a tax credit were guite similar
to thoge given by current private school parents. Academic standards, policies, and
courses were the reasons nost frequently given for selecting a private school at all levels
of tuiton tax credits, and the quality o instructional staff was generally the second
most important factor. Religion and discipline were also mentioned frequently as factors
that would influence the new school choice, but these tended to be mentoned less at
credit lev2ls above §250.

Different reasons or combination of reasons were given for the cholce of each type
of private school Religious reasons were cited as important in the gelection of a non~
CathoJli-;.: parochial schools but were much less important in selecting a Catholic school,
and were untelated to the cholce of an independent school Discipline was most often
mentioned in the choice of Catholic schools and least mentioned for independent schools.
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Tahle 3-6

Cholce of Private Schools by Public School
parents under a Tuirion Tax Credit

Tuition Tax Credit of:

$250 $300 All Tuition
tiew Scheol under Tax Crediy {N"396!1 IN=14421 _@_3215!:‘

Catholic 34.1% 27.1% 29.3%
Other Religious 261 28.5 22.8
Independent 29.5 41.7 3g.1
Don't Rnow 10.3 z.8 9.8

lphe N's represent the additional public school children who would ke "very® or
"somewhat like. " to be switched to private schools at each level of a tax credit.

Some public school parents cited similar factors as influencing theiz choice of the
current 5chool and a new school wnder a tuition tax creait, but others did not. This was
pecause certajn factors cited as reasons for choosing a public school - - cost,
transportation, convenience, socation and student assignment -~ werd rarely mentioned
relative to private schools - - either currently or under a tax vredit. ‘those who cited
academic factors, the quality of staff, religion, and discipline‘as influr.: cing tho current
choice of school alsc cited such gactors as guiding their choice of a private scbool urder
a $250 tax credit, On the other hand, parents who listed costs or logistical factors
(assignment, transportation, convenience) as the reason for chooging the current public
school did not cite such factors as the reason for selecting a private school under 2
tujtion tax credit. Instead they tended to List acedemic factors as the ones that would
iafluence their new choice.

Multivariate Analysls
A variety of demographic and attitudinal factors were related to inclinations ¢ °

public school parents to take advantage of a tuition tax credit. In order to a3g8eRrs ire
relative influence of chese factors, a variety of multivariate logistic regressions {using
SpPSS logit procedures) were analyzed in which the dependent variabie was the inclinztion
to respond to a $250 tuilion tax credit. Technicai consiraints lmited to seven the
nup ber of independent variables tl:at could be examined in a aingle regre . The
seven selected were three demc phic variahles ard four attitudinal fact s related to
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achools which were strongly related to the dependent variable. The variables and the
ways in which they were dichotomized for inclusion in the logit analysis are indicated in
Table 3~7.

) C ~al models were developed for i1 public school Parents and for the subgroup of
such Parents who said they had heard of a tuition tax credit prior to the household
survey. The resvlts of the two analyses were quite similar. Those for the entire puhlic
school sample will be discussed fivst. Model 3«1 presents the best causal model involving
the gseven independent variahbleg listed in Table 3-7. All seven had a gignificant direct
im pact cn parentsl jnclinations to take advantage of a tuition tax credit, and except for
the city variable, the magnitude of the direct effect of all these variables was rather
gimflar., 1f a parent lived in a city, had an income under $25,000, was nonwhite,
mentioned cost as a factor in current choice, was dissatisfied with the child's current
school, had thought about another achool when choosing the current one, or had previous
interest in or experience witn nonpublic schools, it increased the chance that he cr ghe
would respond that they would be "very likely® or "somewhat likely" to transfer their
child to a private school if a $250 tuition tax credit were available. In addition, all seven
had indirect effects on the inclination to switch due to relationships with one tc five of
the other independent variables in the model

The caugal model (Model 3-2) for the better-informed subsample of public school
parents was guite gimilar to that for %he entire sample, but there were some
differences. The most gignificant perhaps was the lack of direct effects for two of the
three demographic variables - - city and race - - on the inclination to awitch. In part this
may reflect the fact that a higher proportion of nonwhites were excluded from the
subsample, because they vere far more likely than whites not to have heard of a tuition
tux predit prior tn the survey, The two financial factors in the model -~ - income and cost
- - had a greater impact on the inclination to switch than a2ny of the others. The cost
factor had the highest coefficient with the dependent variable among all the independent
variables and both it and income were related to most of Lhe other independe.t variahles.

Private School Parents and Tuition Tax Credits

Parents whose children werz already attending private gchoaols were less apt to say
they might transfer their child to another schocl in response £0 a tax credit tnan public
school parents at evecy level Of a credit (Table 3-B). However, thore private school
parents who express2d such an interest tended to be more intense or certain about that
preference; a much higher proportdon gaid they would be "very likely" as oppcsed to
*som ewhat likely® to transfer their child than did public school parents. Further more,
higher levels of a tuition tax credit invoked much less response among brivate schocl
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Table 3-7
variables in Logit Analyses of Response toO a $290
Tuition Tax Credit by Public School Parents

vVariable Categories
Inclination to switch Likelihood of transferring child to a private

school under a $250 tax credit

1. Very or Somewhat likely
2. Very or somewhat unlikely
Cost Cost a factor in choice of current school
1. No iy
2. Yes
Satisfaction gatisfaction with current school
1. very or sopewhat satisfied
2. Very or somewhat dissatisfied
Choice Consider other schools when child enrolled

jn current school

1. Yes
2. Ro
Private school proclivity previous ties with or consideration of private
schools
1. Ro
2. Yes
Income Pamily income

1. Under $25,000
2. $25,000 or above

Race Race of respondent
1. White
2. Othe’
City Place of residence
1. Large or medium city
2. Suburb, small city or town, rural

7U




MODEL 3-1

Caunal Model for $250 Tuition Taxr Credit--
A1) Public School Parenta®

IRCLIRATION
SWITCH
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MODEL 3-2

Causal Node! for $250 Tuition Taxr Credit--
Publie School Parents Who had Heara of a Tar Credit Before®

y
IRCLINATION TO
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* %he coefficients 10 the models are those from the SFSS5-X
log-lipear procedure. Twice the cosfficient 16 aimilar to the
regrempion coefficient in en ordina’y least-squeres equation. A1
the coefficlents are sigdificant at the .05 level.
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parents than among those with children in public schools. Most private school parents
had heard of a tuition tax credit prior to the survey.

Table 3-8

propensity of Public and Private School Parents
to Respond to a puition Tax Credit

Cunmulative proportion of Children Who Might
Be Transferred under a Tuition Tax Credit of:

$250 $500 All Tuition

Public School 23.5% 32.0 44.6 {N=1,688)
Private School 18.8% 22.3 27.8 {(¥=259)

private school parents who gaid they were inclined to respond to a $250 tuitdon tax
credit resembled public school parents who expressed such preferences. They were more
likely to be nonwhite, to come from househclds with income levels below $25,000, to be
dissatisfied with their child's current school and to have no prior knowledge of the
concept of a tuition tax credit, Bowever, the differences anong population subdroups
tended to be smaller among private school parents. Por example, although the propensity
to switch a child to another schoal was higher among nlacks and Bispanics in both
sectors, the differences were not statistically significant among private school parents.

There were also some differences in the patterns for private school parer 5.
Parents in the Northeast expressed the greatest interest in tranrferring to a new schools
while there were no gignificant differences among parents ving {n different types of
com munities. A MmONg public schoal parents, no gignificant relationship was found
between the type of a school a parent attended and hs/her tandency to respond to a
tuition tax credit of $250 by changing the child's current school placement. Anmond
private 8chool parents, however, those who nhad attended public or both public and private
school were more inclined to gwitch than those who had only attended private schools.
Perhaps surprisingly, the Income group among private school purents which was most
{nclined to transfer their child was thcse in the $15,000 to $25,000 range; education did
not show a consistent relationship with propensity to switch for private echoal children.

Pew rcspondents with children in private schools cited cost as a reason for
selecting their child's present school, and there was little tendency for these parents to
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be more responsive t© a tuition tax credit than those who had not., Similarly, the
financial burden and cost of the current private schocl were generally unrelated to the
inclination to switch. The one execpton was that those paying less than $1,000 in
private school costs were more interested in a $250 tuiton tax credit than .those paying
more. The extent of the present financial burden of a private school or previous
consideration of switching to  public schoal because of the cost were also unrelated to
the propensity to take advantage of a tuition tax credit. These patterns are consistent
with those for current choice: financial considerations are an important negative factor
preventing some parents from sending their children to a private school, but they do not
appear to be a malor factor or burden for those already committed to a private
education.

Private school parents who said they would be inclined to transfer their child to

_ « nother private school generally indicated they would choose “another school of the same
tT type the child was presently attending. Tnose children now in Catholic schools would be
moved te another, but presumably more expensive, Catholic school, That transfer
pattern is further evidence for the inference that each type of private school tends to
have a separate constituency.
_ Hearly three fifths of all parents in the survey indicated they would be unlikely to
T ' change their chdd's school placement 4t any level of a tuition tax credit, with private
school parents more inclined to continue the current placement (Table 3-8).
Approximoately half of these parents identified the following reasons for the inclination
not to change schools: satisfaction with current scheol or availability of programs or
; facilities in the present schoal they could not obtain elsewhere.
il Public and private schcol parents differed in the reasons given for not switching,
Private school parzats were more likely to cite satisfaction with their child's current
placement., (The greater satisfaction with private schools may account for the lower
inclination to take advantage of a tuition tax credit)} In particular, parents with child-en
in church-relateo schools mentiocned the availabllity of religious instrucdon. Public
school parents were more apt to menton logistical reasons ~ - transportation, no private
school available, or no income tax liability ~ - or the child's preference for the current
school, Public achocl parents also gave philosophical reasons for not changing their
current school choice - - a belief in the public schc;o]s or opposition to a tuition tax
credit,
Conclusion
The inclnations of survey respondents to take advantage of a tuition tax credit
wece affected by a variety of factorg. These included the level of the credit, househo'a
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characteristics, and attitudes related to school choice. At higher levels of a credit, the
proportion of parents who said they might take advantage of it, partcularly among public
schocl parents, rose. Furthermore, some groups now underrepresented in private schools
- -'low jincome and minority groups - - expressed the greatest jnterest in uging tax
credits, although that tendency was not guite as strong at credit levels above $250 as it
was at $250,

The atticudinal factors assocjated with the likelihood of transferring schools and
with the selection of a new school under a tax credit have much in common with those
associated with the chojce of current schools. This is particularly true regarding the role
of cost considerations and reasons given for chooging the private achool to which a child
1.ould be transferred under a credit. The response model as initially conceptualized
indicated two types of attitudinal variables - - previous decisions about school choice and
attitudes toward schools. Both had a significant impact on pirental reactons to a tuition
tax credit. The extent of choice, cost as a reason for choice, and private echool
"proclivity® are related to the prov=as of making prior decisions about schools, while
satisfaction ic an att.  .e toward the current school, The attitudinal factors appeared to
have as great or greater impact as household characteristics on responses to a tuition tax
credit, especially for those who had heard of tuition tax credits hefore.

The level of interest in tax credits among survey respondents was quite similar to
results obtained from other polls. The responses to the 1982 Gallup poll guestion about
choice of a private gchool if it were tuition~free (Gallup, 1982) were very mimilar to
replies in the household survey to the guestion about a tuitdion tax c¢redit that would
encompass all tuition costs - ~ 45 and 44 percent choosing private schools respectively.
FPurthermore, the Gailup poll conduc. d for Newsweek (Williams, 1982) found that 23
percent of public school parents would be “"very likely® or "“fairly likely" to switch to
private schools with a tax credil of $250 to $500, while the househcld surve); found that
23.5 percent sajd they would be “"very likely" or "som ewhat likely® to switch their
children to private schools under a $250 credit.

The household survey indicates much greater jnterest in switching schools in
response ¢© a credit than previous cross-sectHonal studies, The Gemelo and Osman
estimates of irr ome elasticity applied to the household survey data :ould produce an
estim ate of very few transfers (.01 percent) from public r~hools under a $250 tuidon tax
credit with no percentage Umit. WNoell and Hyers (1982) estimated that less than 2
percent of public school parents would switch i response to a $250 credit covering 50
percent of tuition.

In other respects, the survey f.ndings are consistent. with those from cross-sectional
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research. Both the Gemello and Osman {(1981) and Noell and MYyers (1982) studies suggest

that low-income familes would be more responsive to a tuition tax credit, The survey
responses fallywed this pattern, but it was strongest at the lowest level of credit, which

might not have been expected. The twosenpirical studies of demand elasticity both
estimated income elasticity to be much higher for independent 8chools than church-
related schools. On the other hand, Noell and Myers estim ated price elagticity, which is
likely to be ftar more important than income elasticity, for independent schools as zero.
The survey resoonses that sugiest -, at interest in independent schools are consistent
with the irco me elasticity estimates, but Rot those for price elasticity,

The Burvey revealed larye differences in parents' prior awareness of tuition tax
credits. Purthermore, those previously oninformed about tax credits expressed much
more interest in taking advantage of a credit than those whc were at least slightly better
informed. This fact will be one of the major issues addressed in Chapter 4, which
discusses how the survey results <an be irverpreted with respect to their implicatons for

schools and public policy.
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Chapter 4
IMPLICATIONS OF THE SURVEY RESULTS

*Using survey responses to predict future behavior is often Prohlematic,_ and there
are several reasons why that could be the case with regard to the tu/“ion tax credit
portion of the household survey. For a variety of reasons, preferences about tuition tax

credits expressed in the survey probably overestimate the extent to which children would

actually change schools if a tax credit were imple mented, In this chapter, the general

problem of using survey data to predict behavior is discussed first; this is followed by a
discuzsion of reasons why the extent of actual school transfers under a tuition tax credit
may be less than the potential for such transfers revealed in the survey.

Preferences and Behavior

Surveys often ask people how they would react to a hypothetical situation at some

future time. This is th~ essence of both market ressarch and polling for politicil

candidates. The issue for the user of such survays is the probability that the respondent

will actually behave in the way indicated by the survey responses.
There are at least two dimensions to the problem of predicting behavior from

preferences expressed in a survey situation. One is the tenuous link between attitudes

and actions (Schuman, 1972). How a person will act i~ a given gituation is a funccdion of
the contextual factors that exist at that time and place as well as numerous, not
necessarily consistent, attitudes. Thus the response *0 a single hypothetical survey ite m,

divorced from the complexity of the actual sitvation a8 person would face, may not be a

particalarly good indicator of eventual behavior. Furthermore, a person's response may

re flect erroheous or unrealistic ferceptons of the actual future context.

A second problen is that some resSponses may represent "non-attitudes® {Converse,
1966). In surveys people are often atcked questions on issues or situations about which
they have never thought before or have very little information. Conseguently, the
responses are of*en not reliable. In such situations some respondents may say they have
no opinion, while others will provide a response, but it may be superficial and might
change vonsiderably if the person were asked the same questiol a month later,

These general considerations suggest that the respcnses of some patents about their
reactions to a tuition tax may be a poor indicator of how they actually would behave., A
variety of factcrs suggest that many fewer parents would transfer thefr children from
public schools to private schools than said they would do 50 in the survey. The process of
transferring a child from a public to private school in response to a tuition tax credit

would involve four steps: (1) interest in taking advantage of the credit, (2} application to
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one or more private schools, (3} admission to at least one private school, and (4)
enroliment in a private school, The survey provides information about the first step in

the process, Le. the nature of the pool of potential new applicants to private schools.

The reasons why parents may drop out between steps 1 and 4 can pe subsum 2d under two
broad headings related to the demand for and supply of private schools under 2 tuition
tax credit,

Demand for Private Schools

Concern about non-attitudes is particularly germane in the analysis of the tuition
tax credit responses gince nearly half the sample (45 percent) had never heard of a
tuition tax credit before. Even among the half who had heard, some undoubtedly knew
very little about how a credit would operate. Parents who had not heard of a credit
expressed an interest in moving their child to a different school fa~ more frequently than
those whou nad héard of o oredit {(Tahle 4-3). This was true for both puhlic and p'rivatg
school parents.

A common pattern in referenda campaigns is that support for an issue falls during
the campaign. Such a pattern has been found in campaigns for tax changes, tax and
expenditure limitations, and a voucher proposal in Michigan (Williams, 1982}). People
appear to respond favorably to a proposal early in the campaign, but then as more is
learned about the issue and jts possible ramifications, initial enthusiasm cools and many
initial supporters may eventvally oppose it, This pattern was apparent i~ the District of
Columbia in 1981 when a tuition tax credit measure was on the ballot., Early polls
sho wed substantial support for the propozal, but the final cutcome was an overwhelming
defeat. A sgimilar phenomenon might occur wit' respect to those who had not heard of a
tuition tax credit before. Once tF -y learned more about the workings of such a tax
credit, their enthusiasm might dim and their resmonses to a credit might resemble more
clusely those of people who had previously heard of a tuition tax credit.

.~ all parents were to respond in the same way as thoge who had heard of a tuition
tax crec - before, the proportion of potential new private school applicants would decline
frow 23.5% to 15.8 Ppercent. However, that may overstate the impact of wider
knowledge. Those who had not heard of a tuiton tax credit were disproportionately less
affluent and nonwhite, and amoig those who had heard of credits before, such parents
tended to be more tesponsive to a credit, Taking race or Income into account yields
estim ates of the pool of potential new private school applicants of approximately 18-19
parcent of public school students, |

The probability that respondents would implement their preferences is apt to be a

functon of the intensity of their preferences, Those vith stronger preferences might be
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rore prone to act on their preference and to persist in the face of difficulties than those
with weaker preferences. In the household survey. the Intensity or level of interest was
assessed by asking parents whether they were “very lkely," "somewhat likely,"
"somewhat unlikely,” or "very unlikely® to transfer their child to a different school if a
tuition tax credit were available. More than 23 percent of public school parents said
they were "very likely® or "somewhat likely® to move their child, but only 9 percent said
they would be "very likely® to do go. On the other hand, private school parents with an
interest In taking advantage of a tuikion tax credit were relatively more intense In those
preferences; more said they ware "very likely® to gwitch {12.8 percent} than "somewhat
Xkely” (5.9 peccent).

One reascn that the survey may overstate the demand for private schools under a
credit is the wording .r the questions about tuition tax credits. Most tuition tax credit
proposals contain oot Snly 2 4olar limit but also a percentage ceiling on the proportion
of tuition costs covered. This limits the benefit of the credit to families sending their
children to low-tuition echools. With a percentage limitation, fewer families might
transfer their children than under a credit of the same dollar Jimit without & percentage
limit. For the sake of clarity and simplcity, however, only a dollar maximyum was posed
in the tuition tax credit questions in the gurvey. There {5 no way of determininy from the
survey that would not be arbitrary the extent to which the proportinn of parents
interested in taking advantage of a credit would be reduced by Ymiting the percentage of
eligihle tuition costs.

In addition, the responses of public school parents may be based on unrealistic
assum ptions about private schools, pacticularly about their costs, Pully one third of the
public school pacents could not give even a rough estm ate of tuition costs for any of the
three types of privats schools In their ~om munity. Purtharmore: some ©of. the tuition
estimates that were provided were 'naccurate. Once a credit was in operation, parents
might deside that ar acceptable private schoal was not convenient or affordahle, aven
with the tuition tax credit. Corsider for example. those public school parents in the

survey who indicated that they had seriously congidered sending their child to a private

school at some point. More than half (Tzble 2-6) said the reason they had not transferred
the child was cost. Ancther frequently mentioned reason was trarsportation. Similar
factors may deter parents from implementing their expressed preferences with regard to
a tuition tax credit. .

The strong similarities between some aspects of current choice and the

hypothetical patterns for tuidon tax credits suggyest that the preferences expressed were
not "non-attitudes™ for m.any parents. The zimilari“ies are particular evident relative to
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the attitudinal factors associated with a preference to gwitch under a tax credit,
Parents who would be eXpected to be more responsive to a tuition tax credit, {.e., public
school Parents who mantioned cost as a factor in the selection of the current school
pa:ehts who had considered private gchoals in the past, and those with gfeater prior
knowledge or contact with private schools, were more inclined to take advantage of a
credit, Purthermore, the reasons given for choosing each type of private school under a
tuition tax credit paralleled thnse cited in connection with the current {(attual) choice of
such schoals,
Supply of Private School Places

People appeared to respond to the Questions about tuition tax credits as if the
supply of private schools were infinitely elastic, i.e., that tuition costs would not rise at
all as the result of the implementaton of a credit, and that there would be encugh seats

in private schools in appropriate locations to accom modate all who would want to apply.’
Neither ic a realistic assumpton. If the supnly of private school places is less than
perfectly elastic, some of the dem and stimrlated by the tax credit would 90 unsatisiied
and there would be less of an increase in private school enrollm ents. There might also be
an increase in private school tuitions. The extieme case would be if the supply were
tctally inelastic, in which case private achool enrallments would not rise at all
(Howevar, the particular children In private schools could change. Por example, if
tuitions rose sharply and/or admission standards were tightened, some children currently
in private schools might leave the private sector to be replaced by children presently
attending public schools.)

Sone insight into the supply issue can be gained from the survey. Public school
parents were asked early in the interview whether there were private schoals serving
their child's grade in their com munity or nearby, If it is assumed that only parents of
public school children who said there were private schools availahle would be able to
implement their preference to switch, the proportion of public school parents “very
likely®™ to switch would drop from 9.2 to 6.5 percent and the proportion “very likely® or
"somewhat likely® would drop from 23.5 to 15.4 percent,

Several supply factors suggest the extent of switching tha% would actually take
place, particularly in the short run, would be limited. These supply considerations
include: (1) possible price responses on the part of private schools {which migrt be
restrained by ceilings on the level or proportion of tuition covered by the credit) und ()
the availability of a place in an appropriate private school for the child in'questio.'.. Esen
where & private school exists in an area, i~ could already be operating at capacity: th-
child might not qualify for ad miszion, or it might not be the type of school desired by the
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were frequently mentioned as past reasons for not

parent. (Such consgiderations
transferring a child to a private school. See Tahla 2-8,)

Private schoals may not be able t© absorb large numbers of new students in the
short run. In the first year, private schools might be able to accon modate 2 modest
increase in enrollments through small-scale e:pansion in existing schools o
accon modate new demand, e.q., by filling seats ti;at are currently empty, enlarging class
sizes, and converting other space to classrooms. However, further expansion might come
slr-wly, as the result of building programs, acguisitdon of additlonal factiliHes (such as
closed public schools), or establishment of new schools. Such efforts would require
substantial capital investment, which might be difficult to firance.

Further more, private schools may not be interested in expanding sufficiently to
accom modate all the potential increase in demand. Some schools may prize their
relatively small size, seeing the resulting intimacy among parents, studenis, and staff as
an advantage. In addition, by creating a waiting list or "pent-up dem and,” they might be
able to raise admission standards, increase tuitione, or both,

The recent history of private school enrallments is one ©f modest fluctuations.
Even in the States with the greatest increases in private school et .allments in the 1970s,
annual rates of growth have been less than five percent. Therefore, a national increase
in private school enrollments of five pércent in a single year would be unlikely given the
probahle supply contraints. Even that would only constitute an annual shift of public
school students into the private sector o six-tenths of one percent.

On the other hand, there are several conx’derations which suggest that gome
parents who did not indicate an interest in taking advantage of a tuition tax credit in the
next school year might be interested at some point in the future. The first concerns the
finding in the survey and in previous research that transfers from public to private
schools tend to occur most frequently in grades that mark transition pointsl in a child's
school career, Le., the beginning of elementary, middle or high school. Therefore, there

may be some parents who said they would not be inclined to move their child next year,
but who might be when the child reached one of those transition points {including
children not yet in school who might be entered in private schools in kindergarten or first
grade). Purthermore, a tuition tax credit might deter transfers from private to public
schools in the higher grades where tuition is higher. Another reason that might lead to
future interest in taking advantage of a tuition tax credit is satisfaction with the public
schools. Parents currencly satisfied with their child's public schoal could become
dissatisfied in the future; the survey found dissatisfied parents to be more inclined to use
a tuition tax credit. For example, the cluster of unfavorable reports about the current




state of public schools in the first half of 1983 could be a gpur for some Parents to
consider transferring their child to a private school. On the other hand, if current
initiatives are perceived as leading to improvements in the public schools, gatistaction
could increase.
The Pool of Potential New Applicants to Private Schoals

Some notion of the extent to which the humber of public school children who might
be transferred to private schools in resp.nse to a tuition tax credit would differ from the
preferences expressed in the survey can be obtained uging other items in the sucvey. It

has already bee: indicated how taking account separately of certain demand conditons
{knowledge of a tuition tax credit and intensity of preference} and supply conditions
{availability of a private schoal) produces much lower proportions of public school
parents who might transfer their children to private schools. If more than one of these
condidons is taken intc acvount at a time, the proportion of potential public school
transfers declines even further (Table 4-1). Taking intensity of preferences, knowledge
of a tax credit, and availability of private schodls into consijeration simultaneously
suggests that less than five percent of all public school children wmight be possible new
applicants to the private school sector under a $250 tuition tax credit, Furthernore, this
is still apt to be an overestimate because it does not adequately capture the poasibl.
supply coastraints and include the effect of 2 percentage limit on eligihle tuition costs,

All three conditions reduce the pool of notential transfers under a tax credit, but
the magnitude of the decrease varies between public and private school students and with
the partcular conditions in effect. For public school students, two conditions - = the
availability of private schools {supply} and prior awareness of tuition tax credits {demand}
~ = depress the proporiion of possible transfers by similar amounts, while the cumulative
effect of the two in combination 18 not much greater than either one singly. (The same
pattern holds for private school students with one exception. The intensity condition - -
which amounts to assuming that only pa. ents who said they would be "very likely" to
gwitch their child would be apt to do g0 - - has & substantial impact regardieas of the
other conditions in force, and is8 much g9reater than the effects of the other two
conditions.

The proportion of parents who might rake advantage of a $250 tuition tax credit is
more gensitive to these three conditions for public than private school parents. This is
particularly true of the intensity conditionl. A higher proportion of public than private
school parents would be “very lixely” or "somewhat Likely" to switch their children with a
$250 credit under all conditions, while the reverse is true for the "very likely" response.
in addition, the other two conditions reduce the poal of potential transfers less (both
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TABLE 4-1

Impact of Damand and Supply Conditione vn
Proportions of Children Who Might Be Praneferred
under s $250 Tuition Tax Credit

Modifying
Conditions® Tota) Semple .ublic School®** Private School***

Very Yery or Very Very or Very Yery or
Likely Somewhat Likely Somewhat Likely Cvmewhat
Likely Likely Likely

9.1% 22.8¢ 9.2¢ 23.59 12.8% 18.6%
(N=1947) (N=1687) {N=260)

20 Heﬂrd of 6.2 16'2 506 16.3 806 14.0
a ‘Tuition (R=1060) \N=852) (8=207)
Pax Credit

3, Private 6.5%*% 15.3 5.0%  15.4 10.1 14.9
School (§=1921) (R=1661) (N=260)
Available®**

4. Heard of 5.2%% 12.7 T.6 12,2
Tax Credit (K=1056) (N=207)
and Private

School Available®®

# 7he N's for the different eets of conditions vary for iwo reasons. The
number of respondents providing usable answers Giffers &cr083 variables.
Percentages for Conditiome 2 avd 4 are based on thoee respondente who
replied they had heard of & tuition tax credit prior to ths household eurvey.

&% {nder Conditions 3 and 4, public sshool respondents who said they #ere
"very” or "eomewhatl likely” to switch but thet no private achool wae
availeble eerving the appropriate grade were classified as beirg anlik=1y to
move their child. The N's for the "very likely" cutegory are elightiy
higher under conditions 3 and 4 (12 and ¢ respectively) then lieted in the
tabje for public 3chool parents and the total eample.

### For tre purposee of thie table, children were clasgified on “he taeid of
the type of school the parent eaid the child would atcend in the 1980-8%
schoo)l yesar. .
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abrwolutely and proportionately) for private school students than for thoee in puhlic
gchoola. Thin may reflect the fact that private achogl parents as a whole were better
informed about private schools; their responses to the survey may be a better indicaton -
of how they would actually behave under a tax credit than those of public schodl parents,

The thres conditions aleo would have an effect on the characteristics of the pool of
potential new applicants to the private school sector. Tt was pointed out in Chapter 3
that higher proportions of nonwhite and less affluent parents had not heard of a tuition
tax credit and said tMey would be inclined to change their child's school under a tax
‘credit {especilally one of $250). The pool of potential switchers is considerably more .
white but not more affiuent when knowledge of a tuition tax credit is taken into account
(Table 4-2). The intensity condition yieldc a pool of new applicants which is less white
and less affluent, while the avaflabliity condition has a weaker but, opposite effect. The
availability condition may have a smaller impact bpecause private schogl availabfiity
tends to be higher in large citfes where the proportions of lower gtatus and nonwhite
respondents are higher. Blacks were more Intense in thelt incination to switch than
whites, which I8 why the proportion of hlacks i8 much higher under the intensity
condition. The knowleige condition reduced the proport.on of potential new nonwhite
anplicants because the decline in interest between the entdre sample and knowledgeable
parents was much greater for blacks than for w'.ikag {Table 3-3).

Imposing the three conditions may reveal a | ore accurate picture of parents zpt to
respond to a $250 tuition tax credit. When all three are in effect, the group of potential
public echool transferees is skewed further in the direction low-income children than is
the case without the condiions {Table 4-3). That group is considerably less affluent and

more nonwhite than either publi~ or private school students as a group.

The responses to the household sucrvey indicate widespread interest li: a tuition tax
credit among both pubdc apd private schocl parents, Bowever, because of the
Lmitations of preference surveys: it is rot possible to arrive at precise behavioral
estim ates of how many children would actually leave the public aschools a8 the result of a
tax credit. Constraints on the expansion of private achool places based on supply
considerations have been identified above: but there is little empirical evide.ice about
the amount of space currently avallab’e in private schocls or about the abflity or desire
of private schools to expand their enrollnents. Based on the survey responses, however:
it does not appear that one ¢% the greatest fears of opponents of tax credits ~ - the
exodus of more privileged children Eron the Public schoals -~ would be realized. Instead,
groups now underrepresented in private schools, those from ninority and lower-income
families, exhibit average to above average inclinations to respond to a tax credit.
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TABLE 4-2

Inpact of Demand ard Supply Conditions on the
Potential Pool of New Applicanta to Private Schools
under a $250 Tuition Tax Credit

Modifying Conditions

Pool of Potential
Naw Private School ¥nowledge of Aveilebility of Intenaity
Applicanta Tax Credits®™ Private Schrol of Preference

Race (N=302) (R=254) (N=153)

White 67.6% 64.1% 52.0%
FNonwii te B2+ 4 35.9 48.0

Household Income (n=%17) (§=250) (R=147)

Urder $7,500 14.73% 10.0% 14.1%

$7,500~14,999 27.2 24,4 35,0

314.999-24.999 29.8 %0.4 36,7
25,000 ang Over 28.7 35.2 14.3

* Calculsted using the assumption that s11 parents will have the same
preferences ps those with similar characteristica who hed heard of & tex

credit prior to the household survey.




Comparison of Pool ©
with Current

1

Characteristice

Race

Yhite
Romwhite

Household Income

TABLE 4-3

Potential R« - Applicanta
to Private Schoola under
a $250 Tuition Tax Credit

No Al Three
Bodifying Modifying
Conditions Conditions®

Under $15,000
$15,000-24, 999
$25,000 and over

& Cglculsted using the sssumptio

(n=394) (R=87)
60.6% 59, 6%
39.4 40.4

(§=385) (N=95)
38, 4% 49, 4%
31.7 32.2
29.9 18.5

preferences as those with similar cheracteristi
credit prior to the household aurvey.

{ Potential New Private School Applicants
Privaete and Public Schoo) Students

- School Child Would Attend
without a Tex CreQEE

Public

(N=1715)
75.3%
24.7
(R=1622)
28.5%

26.4
45.0

n thet all perents will have the snme
»a who had heard of a tax




Conclugions
‘he household survey provides infor m ation about the posslble effect of & tuition tax

credit on three groups: public schoals, private schools, and fandliss.

« Public schools could lose =tudents to private schools under a tuition tax czedit,
Bowever, che survey responses probably overstate the number of children who wowld
accually tranafer to private schools. The parents in the survey way have had unrealistc
expectations about both the cost and availabjlity of piivate pchocl options, which would
becons apparent when they tried to implement thelr preference {0 switch under a tax
credit, Experience with ither types of financial aid plans ge:ms to muggest that any
expansion in the supply of achools is lik«ly to occur, if at all, only in the long run {Schocl
Pinance Project, 19683;.

Private school enrollments in grades 1-12 could increase substantially and become
This potential jncrease in privais school enrallments suggests the

more representative.
importance of supply considerations in determining what would actualiy happen should a

tax credit be adopted. It is highl~ improbable that the private achool sector could

accon mo-iate a large influx of students, certainly in the short run and perhaps in the long
run as well, A large unmet demand may nrovide an opportunity for existing private
8Chools to increase thelr tultions and become more selective in tholr admission policies,
Fupply iitations cculd be particularly severe in the independent schoal sector,
where the rate »f growth in dem and could be greatest. Tuitions tend to be much higher
in these schools, as are admisslons standards in the more exclusive schoals, and such
schools may be less able or inclined to increase the numrber of places than less expensive,
religiously-oriented schocls, The experience in other countries sudgests that institutional
ald has tended to increzse opportunities for those seeking a religiougly-oriented private
education as oprosed to a secular one {Schocl Pinance Project, 19B83). Several factors

suggest that this might be the case in the United States as well, Church-related schools

have the potential for finant  assistance from the dsnomination or church body with

which they are affiliated, w.uch could help defray the large initial costs involved in
starting a2 new school In &ddition: there 1~ a pre—existing organization that can provide
support and arc »d which a group can coalesce. Purthermore, costs and facilities tend to
be more modest in religinous schoolg, 8o that even without outside financial assistznce, it
may be easler to raise the necessary initial money. *inally, the closing of a large number
of Catholic schocals in the late 1960s and early 1970z may mean thers is a supply of
physical faciilries avaflable for expanding Catholic school enrollaents,

The implications of a credit for households ale vary according to who would switch
and the nature of the credit. The beneficlaries of a credit will consist of two groups - -
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families of children currently in public schocls but who would switch them to private
gchools under a credit, and familles whose children are currently in pdvate schoals, The
lstter are disproportionately white and bigher status, while the survey suggests the
former might be more heavily black or Hispanic, and havi. lower family incomes.
Therefore, the distribution of benefits among racial and income catzgoriea would depend
upon the extent of awitching to private achools that actuaily toock place. The higher the
num ber of children transferred to private schools as the result of a tuition tax credit, the
higher the proportion of beneficiaries from groups now underrepresented in private
schools might be,

In ter ms of the impact of characteristics of a credit, the survey Hndings are gimilar
to previous ones with regard to the distribution effec » .f varying the leve) of credit.
Higher credit levels are apt to provide a larger share of benefits t¢ higher income and
vhite families (as would percentage Yimits on the awmount of tuition covered). The survey
could not directly address the issue of the impact of refundability provisions, since the
questions about a tax credit did not menton refundability. Hosever, the responsiveness
of low-income fanmilies to a low level of credit suggests that refundability might
ganerate additional Interest In switching to private schools. In additon, the survey
suggests that an Income ceiling would reduce costs more at higher levels of a credit,
since high-income families are more inclined to switch at thoge levels,

Another possible consequence for individuals is the prospect that public school
parents who would like to sw.:ch their children to private schoals may be unahle to do
no. The potential for such unmet e.pectations may be greatest for less affiuent
families, They would be least ahle to afford even the reduced private scheal costs and
might nat be able to meet the admigsion requirements.

The extent to which a tuition tax credit would expand choice and access tc private
schoole would be a function of the demand for and supply of private schools and the
characteristics of the credit. If nc chfld changes schools In response to a credit, then
choice would not be expanded. Such an extceme case is unlikely, but a relativaly small
shift s possible ‘ supply congiderations predominate {.e., supply is relativel:
inelastic snd/>r tuitions rise substantially). If supply were completely elastic, responses
to the rurvey indicate the potential for large numberg of new children enralling in private
schools.

Furthermore, enroallmonts might increase goet for aome Groups DOW
underrepreserted amonyg private school students - - nonwhites and those frow low~income
fanflies. Thic expansion of access could be most notat” at low leveis of & cred:” and
with highes proportions of tuition eligihle for coverage. In degigning a tuition tax cr dit,
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APPENDIX A
SAMPLING UNITS AND WEIGHTING

The sampling frame ™ ay be specified as parents in the continental United States
who have a working telephone line and have u child in grades kindergarten through eleven
in the 1981-1982 schoul vear. The sampling unit In dataz collection was the parent; the
parent arswered question: .eqarding schooling decisions for vp to two children. Analysis
focused 4n the child-levei respo.ase; each interview regarding a specific child constitutes
one chr.d-level record. In households where two children were specified, the
de moc.aphic information for the family was attached to the parents* responses for each
child Individually and two cnild-level records couplete with family 'background
inform ation vere prc:cluced,1

In a true probability szample every unit in the sampling frame has a known
probabil’ty of being selccted into the sample. W eighting procedures were developed tc
adjust the survey data for multiple telephone numbers in the household and the number of
eligible children in the household. Telephone weights yere developed for households that
had more than oat telephone number and trerefore had multiple chances of being
selected. The weight assigned to each child-level record was the inverse of the number
of telephone lines in the houschold. This weightirg procedure affected households with
more than one phone number in the house - - about five percent of the cases - - by
reducing the impact of their responses. All child en in famjlies with one pnone line had a
telephone weight of one.

A seccnd weighting procedure was employed to take into account the clustering
effect of selecting up to two children in a farily. For children in families with one or
two eligible childrin, the probability of selectiorn was eqgual and the factor was one.
However, where t..ere wzare three or more eligible children in the family, the weighting
feotor applied was a diffcrential weigh - -~ the ratio of the total number of eligible
children in tYe household cver the number of children acrually selected. The effect of
this factor, obviously, was to give greater weight to cases where other children could
have ' een selected but were hot due to the sampling limit of two children Per
respondent. Weighting v.ields a total child-level sample N of 2,009,

1Each chilé-level record includes attitudes and family backgrouvnd information given by
one parent. The child's race and religion vere assumed we be the same as those of the
responding parent.
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APFENDIX B
TEE WARSBERG METHOD OF XANDOM-DIGIT-TELEPEONE DIALING

' The netional sample generated for the househald survey was selected 'accordi.ng to
the Waksberg method of random-digit dialing. This appendix uses excerpts from a BSSk
publication (Prankel, 1980) to explain the Waksberg method. Pirst, there is a brief
digcuasion of random-digit dialing in gefizral and then a detailed discuadon of the

Waksberg method.
Descripton of Random~-Digit--Dialing

Rando m-digit—dialing involves the use of a sample
of telephone numbers generated completely at
ra -dom by a computer. Tt thus Jiffers from other
o ethods in which the sample is drawn from phone
dicectories. The first step in weating a random-
digit-dialing sample is to det"cmine which area
codes and telephone exchanges serve the
gecgraphic area ©f interest in the survey. The
compduter then affixus to these area codes and
exchanges unigque four—digit combinations of phone
numbers. The resulting pambers constitute the

sample.

The principle advantage of usin; this type of
sample is that it . completely random and,
therefore, free of Lias., In other words, it gives
everyone who lives in & household with access to a
phone a chance of being chosen. It enables us to
reach people whose telephone numbers are nhot
listed as well as those who do have listed numbers
since we are not relying (., directory information.
which i8 Incomplete and always out-of-date in

varying degrees,

There are also disadvantages to using rando m~Qigit-
dialing. Pirst of all, we 80 miss those people who
. do not have telephones, but there are fewer and

fewer of them as time passes. The more salient
disadvantage is that the process requires that ail
possible numbers be generated - - not just those
that z.e known to be working, residental, and so
on. Consequently many of the numbers that are
assigned are unusable and it takes conslderable
time, effort and, therefore, money to arrive at this

deter mination.

To deal with this concern. Joseph Waksberg: Vice
President of Westat, Inc.,» developed a variant of

rando m-digit-dialing, «hich reduces the number of
non-productive calls which would otherwise be

Q3




made, e.d.: to unassigned numbers:, or tO business
establishm ents, when only residences are desired.
The Waksberg procedure js based on the knowledge
that subscribers are generally assigned phone
numbers used mostly #f not exclusively) by
busginesses., Furthermore, unassigned ({vacant,
nonworking) telephone pumbers are alsc likely to
exist within largely unused groups rather than being
distributed a mong many parnially used groups.

Thus, as described In detail below, the Waksberg
procedure irvolves generating numbers in clusters

(called primary sampling units or PSUs), with

numbers In each PSU having the came first eight

, f digits (Le., the area code, exchange ar.d the next
N two digits) and a randomly affixed pait of final
I digits, A call is then attempted at the first phone
number within the PSU, If a residential number is
reached (assuming that the survey involves
residences), that PSU i8 retained in the sample, and

/— a set number of additional Interviews are
i atte mpted within it. If, on the other hand, the first
B number is non-residential, non-working. etc., the

entire PSU 8 rejected under the theory that most
of the other numbers in it will also be non-
residential, non-working, etc.

PSUs are selected at random until a set number of
\ ' eligihle phone numbers has been reached. The
i *sulting sample I8 a probability cluster sample,
ith all clusters equal in size (L.e., having the same
number of eligible phone nu. »ersl. {pp. 1-3)

The instructions given below indicate how the sample in the household survey was

selected,

Step-i y-Step Instructions for Drawing the Sample

Determine the number of clusters (PSUs) needed in
the final sample and the number of interviews to be
attempted in each. Both the number and size of
the PSUs are a fuinction of the dexired overali
sample size: SAMPL<« SIZE = Numbar of Clusters
(Size of Each Clusterl. Waksberg provides some
complicated formulas for detetmining the
optimium sample size in his paper on random-digit~-
dialing (Waksberg, 1%78). He has suggested, In
conversation, that a reasonable cluster size is 20,
Thus, for a sample of say, 200, ten clusterg or PSUs
woul: be needed for the final sample. Note that
not all numbers in the cluster can be ex;acted to
be residences. Therefore, if we ,eed 20 r2cidences
within each -:luster, the cluster shouid be somewhat

34
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larger than 20, to account for pon-residential and
other out-of-sample phones. Waksberg suggests
that the numbers be generated in psys of 100. But
only 20 of the 100 numbers in any one PSt' would
actually *make it into" the sample.

Once the numbhri and size of the PSys has been
determined, obtain from ATE&T a tape listing the
area codes and the three-digit exchanges for the
geographic area of interest In the survey. This
tape is updated monthly, so that a current tape is
aiways available,

Reorder the numbers on the tape randomly by
computer. Select at random a set number (of area
codes and three-digit exchanges) which is, perhaps,
10 times greater than the PSiis actually needed’ -
the final sample. (This is done since not all the
PSlls generated initially can be expected to be
eligible for the sample.) Once that initial set of
gix-digit numbers has been chosen: a randomly
generated two-digit number is affixed to each.
Each of the eight-digit numbers so gene&ted f.e..
the area code, the three~-digit exchange, and the
random pair of digits) will constitute a PSU. For
each PSU, generate 100 numbers by adding
randomly chosen pairs of numbers for the
remaining two digits in the phone number.

Once the jinitial set of PSUs has been genurated in
the manner just described, use the first number in
the PSU to determine if it will be retained in the
sample. If the first number is non-residential or
non~working, discard the PsSU, If the first number
is residential, retain the PSU in the sample, If
adgditional ®psus are needed f{i.e. there are not
enough eligible ones from the set generated
initially), generate them as described ih step 3.
Repeat the screening proces: until the desired
nunber of eligible pgtis is attained.

For 21) retained PSUS, interviews are attempted at
both the inidal number and at a set number of
additional residential phon:zs: as deter mined earlier
in step 1.

‘I‘hei‘process of screening PSUs to determine thelr
residential status and of actually conducting the
interviews may be done as ejther a one-Step or
two-step prozedure. BSSR's experience suggests
that these steps should in fact be performed
separately. That is, PSUs should be generated and

their eligiblity determined dialing the first
number in each. Then, once interviewing b:gins,
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the interviewers car be supplied only with P5Us
known to be eligible for the sample. {pp. 3-5)

Phe following excerpt discusses weighting the sam ple in a random-digit-Gialing

Y

survey.

ANALYZ2ING DATA FROM A WARSBERG RANDOM- -
DIGIT-DIALING SAMPLE

In his article on rando m-digit—dialing, Waksberg {1978)
notes two factors which must ne taken into account
before tie data from a random-digit-dialing Survey can

be analyzed:

") A telecnon® sampl: COmprises & sample of
households, not Persons. If one person is interviewed in LA

the household, a weight should be superim posed on the

response; the weight ig the number of persons in the

aousehold. If the inter—;ews are to b2 performed for
only certain classes of the populaticn (e.g., all persons K
over 25 ysars of age) the weight is the number of such s
nersons. To retain the features of a probability sample,
toe person in the household- ~hould be selected at "o
rindc » and not necessarily be the person who happened +!

to answer the phone.”

«(2) Households -*ith more than one telephrone nunber <
will have multiple chancas of selection, To have an : -
unbiased system, it is necessary to ask households if
they have more than one telephore number. If they
have two, a we:ghz of one-half is) eeded, ete.” (p.1’




APPENDIX C
SELECTION OF CEILDREN WITHIN ELIGIBLE HOUSEHOLDS

*  Substantive guestions in the survey refer to a parent's schoo].tng°decisions for
individval children in the family. Once eligibflity of a respondent was determined, the
parent was asked to list the age, sex, grade level and type of school for each child in
grades R through 11. If thera was only one ¢hild in the family, the parent apnswered
guestions regarding selecton of schools for that child, However, when two or more
children in the family were of school age, it was necessary to develop a procedure to
select which children would be the focus of the parent's responses.

Interviewers used a list of 10 random numbers provided in each interview
schedule, The random selectHon procedure involved comparing the "numbers® of the
children listed by the parent with the unique list of numbers in random order printed on
that particular interview achedule. The numbers of the children which appeared first
ameng the random numbers (reading from left to right) were the opes to be selected.
Thus, if there were four cnjildren (Child I, Child 2, Child 3, Child &) and the random
number label read "8,5,4,7,2,9,3,6,1,10%, Child 4 and Child 2 would be the two selected.

In corder to maximize the pumber of private school children in the sample, the
selection Procedure was designed to give priority to children attending private schools.
Thus, in 8 household with four eligible children with one child (Child 3) attending a
private school, +hat child would be selected im mediately, given the non-public school
priority ru)e, Only children 1, 2, and 4 would be subject to the random selecton process
and one of “hem would be selected. Conversely, in a household with Hve elgible
children, with Child 1 and Child 4 attending public schools, they would be elminated
from consideration because the priocrity would be given to children attending private
schools. Only children 2, 3, and 5 would be eligible for random selectiori, ahd two of
them would be chosen based on the list of randon numbers.

To sum marize the gselecton rules:

o IN HOUSEHOLDS wWiTra ONE 'OR TWO ELIGIBLE CHILDREN (REGARDLESS

OF TYPE OFPSCHOOL):
SELECT ALL ELIGIBLE CHILDREN.

© HOUSEHOLDS WITH THREE OR MORE CHILDREN ATTENDING pPUBLIC
SCHOOLS:

SELECT TWO USING TRE LIST OF RANDOM NUMBERS ON THAT
INTERVIEW SCHEDUVLE.




A
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o BGUSEEOLDS WITE TEREE OR MORE CEILDREN ATTENDING PRIVATE
SCHOOLS:

SELECT TWO USING THE LIST OF RANDOM NUMBERS.

o BOUSEBOLDS WITE TEREE OR MORE CHILDREN AND CEILDREN IN BOTH
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCEBOOLS:

IF ONE CEILD ATTENDS PRIVATE SCHOOL, CH0OSE TEAT CHILD AND
ONE OTHER SELECTED RANDOMLY.

IF ?WO CEILDREN ATTEND PRIVATE SCBOOL, SELECT TEOSE TWO.

IF TERBE OR MORE CHILDREN ATTEND PRIVATE SCEOOL, SELECT TWO
USING THE LIST OF RANDOM RUMBERS.

Because the chfld selection process was designed to Oversample Private school
children, the sample is somewhat biased in that direction. No weighting procedures Were
used to correct for this bias. Bowever, the bias is small, with 12 percent of sanpld
children in private schools as opposed to 10 to 11 percent nationally, Purthermore,
nearly all the analyses were conducted for private and public schogl students separately
and the resulcs were not used to derive national estimates for all children.

yo
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APPENDIX D

THE COMPOSITIOR OF THE REGIONS

*States in which

no interviews were obtained.

NORTHEAST NORTHCENTRAL SCUTH WEST
connecticut Illinois Alabama Alaska*
Maine Indiana Artkansas Arizona*
Massgsachusetts Icwa Delaware? California
Xew Hampshire Kangas?* District Of Colorado
New Jersey Michigan Columbia* Hawaii®*
New York Minnesota Florida Idaho*
Pennsylvanias Missouri Georgia Montana
Rhode Island¥ Nebraska Kentucky Nevada
Vermont®* North Dakota Louisiana New Mexico®*
Ohio Maryland Oregon
South Dakota* Mississippi?® Utahs
Wiscnnsin North Washington
Carolina Wyoming®*
Okalahoma
South
Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
virginia
West
Virginia*
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Appendix B
RESPONSE RATES AND OTHER SAMPLING CONSIDERATIONS

*  This appendi: discusses the fallowing survey-related sampling and statistical issues:

o Reponse rates

o Treatment of missing data

o Non-response to specific items

o Sampling and non-sampling variance
Response Rates

gcreening was completed on a total of 489 PSUs. Of these, 141 (28.8 percent)
»passed" the screening (were assumed to be residential), while 348 (71.2 Percent) "failed”
the screening {were either business or non-working numbers). Durind the course of the
entre field procedure (screening and syworking® through the PSUs), 12,268 telephone
numbers were called, and more than 21,900 phone calls were placed, for an average of
1.8 ceM; per Phone number.

There were 1,223 acceptable interviews obtained during the field effort, These
completions came from 111 of the FSUs which passed the screening. The other PSUs
were not used either.because they were not needed to obtain the desired number cf
completions (24) or because of technical problems in the phone lines in the PSYU such as
crossed-wires (6). ANDY completions resulting from the partial workin9 or screening of
these PSUs were deleted from the total of “acceptable” interviews. The PSUs were
worked in the random order listed by the computer program 80 that no bias could be
introduced into the samnple through the selection of the PSUs to be worked by the field
staff. The extent of bias introduced by the elimination of the 6 PSUs where technical
difficulties were encountered is unkrown. The complete disposition of ail the numbers
called in the 111 fully "worked™ PSUs ig presented in Table E-1. ‘

There are various ways by which the reSponse rate could be calculated, Ope of the
most straightforward is simply to compare the number of completed intervieus to the
nu i ber of housenolds known to be eligitle. The calculation (1223/1592) gives a rasponse
rate of 76.8 percent.

Missing Values

In response to each survey lter, raspon<ients who indicated that theY "3id not
kncw” or "could not answer” were coded wich an eight. A differert code was assigned to
questicns that did not apply to a particular respondent because »f pre-defined skippind
patterns in the i{nterview schedule. When the surveYy duta were analyzed, thege twO codes
were Jdesignated as "missing valuea.” That is computation of 2 particular measure of

10v

S el e et




) ) B - N , L " SO . .. LR "
. - . ) . . - . L . .

- e s R n S e R ——— C o B - -
- K3

Table -1
Response Rates for the Household Survey

Numbex Percent of Total
Determined to be Eligible Residences 1592 14.3%
Completed 1223 (11.0)
Parent not available 128 ( 1.1)
M%htommwmwwumedlmwng
hearing, health problems 18 { 0.2)
Refusal/break off 204 (1.8)
Other 19 ( 0.2
Known Residence — Eligibility Undetermined 465 4.27%
Refusal 419 ¢ 3.8
Language, hearing, health problems 46 ( 0.4)
Ineligitie Residences 4258 38.47%
Nen-working Numbers 2839 25,67
Non-residential Numbers 846 7.6%
No Contact after 4 Calls 1102 9.9%
TOTAL 11,102 100.0%

81nterviews were conductea in Spanish and one interview was completed in
Cantonese.
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sentral tendency excluded those cases. The missing values were consistently excluded
from the analysis of each variable, This is the reason why many of the tables indicate
differing N's.

. A few of the survey questions registered high levels of *don't; know™ responses. For
example, all the parents wity children in public schools were asked if there were non-=
public schools which served their child's grade level In the com munity. Approxim ately
seven percent of all public school parents said they did not know. Non-response to the
survey item on household income, a question which often elicits high levels of refusals,
was about six percent.

Perhaps the most striking example of non-response to a particular su-vey guestion
was to the items asking public school parents to estimate the annual tuition of Catholic,
other religioue and independent schools. The proportions who said they could not
astim ate costs at each type of school were 45 percent, 62 percent and 70 peruent
respectively. :
Sampling Variance

Measures of tendency based on a survey Ssample are subject. to two kinds of
variation: random and nonrandom. The variation due to random error is estimatei by
caleulation of a standaré error. Estimation of the standard error may be calculated as
described belows

cw={g
Np

SE = CV X P

estimated percentage
i-p

number in category
coefficent of variation
standard error

where

HnA R

Bdzamw

calculation of a coefficient of variation {CV) and standarq errot (SE) assume random
sampling and data which are approximately norinally distributed.

The sample estimate and its standar® error enable one to construct interval
estimates that include the aveiage result of all possible samples with a known
prohabfity. The following eguation may be used to calculate an interval from two
standard errors below the estimate (ower limit) to two standard errors above the
estimate (upper limit) that would include the average result cf 95 percent of all possible

samuples.
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p + {2 x ,E} = upper Hmit

P~ (2 x SE) = lower Hmit

In reporting the svrvey resilts, sum mary measures based on a weighted population
of lese than 30 were not displayed. The unreliability of estimates baged on Such a small
number of cases was usually supported by their relatively large standard errors. In
addition, results Were reported only where cross-tabulations displayed a Chi-gquare
statistic significant at a 0.05 level

Nonsampling error refers O variations in data due to nonrandom Sources. While the
researchers were careful to control sources of nonsampling error, some nonsampling bjas
may have bee:. {ntroduced. Likely sources of nonsa mpling error include:

o Semantice, or dafinitions of terns and pPhrases used in the survey questionnaire.

o Variations in the interviewers' Interpretation of terms, dqQuestions, and

instructions. ’
o Interviewer errors such as eIrrors in cuding or fanlty memory.
o Processing errors in editing, coding, keypunching, computer program ming, or
other tabulation, calculsting, and Printing errots.
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APPENDIX F
< COMPOSITE MEASURES: NONPUBLIC SCHOOL PROCLIVITY AND EXPERIENCE

+  Two measures were developed for public school pareris in order to obtain a more
comprehensive indicaticn of their Prior Interest in and experiences with private schools
than could be obtained from individual questions in the survey. The procHvity variatle
attempted to measure the extent of the family's contact with private schools, whether it
was In connection with this child, another child, or the parent's own childhood. The
experience measure concerned the prior interest in or contact with private schools for
the particular child. The nonpublic school experience measure was oné component of the
nonpublic scheol proclivity measure and it will be discussed first,

Honpublic School Experience

Two questions were used to construct this measure. The first was whether the
child had ever attended a private school, The second, asked if the response te first was
negative, was whether the parent had “ever seriously consider{ed} sending this child to a
nonpublic school.® Tha coding for the experience variable was the following:

0. No experience

1. Parent had considered but did not send the child to a privite school

2. The child had once attended a private schocl (in kindergarten or above)
The frequency Qistribution of the ariable i{s given in Table F-1.

e Table F-1

Nonpublic Schocl Experience

-
) Percent
No experience 62.6%
Considered a private school 19,8
Once attended a private school 17.6
{N=1,740)

Nonpublic School Froclivity
The nonpublic school proclivity measure was more complicated and was based on

four factors. These were the parents' own educational experience, the nonpublic gschool
experience measure, the types of schools attended by other children in the family, and
any plans to transfer the child to a private school for the coming school year. The
proclivity irdex could assume a value of zero to four, with zero indic.ating no proclivity
toward private schools and four the greatest inclination in that direction. The gcore vas
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derived by summing the values of the four component variabies, each of which was coded
0 or 1, with 1 indicating pom e proclivity toward private schools. Table P~2 indicates how

the four component variables were coded.

Table F-2

Components of Nong ublic School Proclivity M easure

Variable Coding
Parent's education 0. Only public schocl
1, Private school or beth public and
private
N¥onpublic school experience 0. None
). : 1. Considered or attended private school
- Plans for next year 0. Remain in public school
1. Switch to private school
Other children ir family 0. Allin public school {or only one child)
1. At least one other child currently In
private school

variahle wasg used in analysis,

Tahle P-3
Nonpublic School Proclivity
Score Percent

0 {No proclivity) 6.4%
1 37.7
2 13.5
3 2.3
4 (Highest proclivity) .l

(N=1,772)

The frequency distributdon for the nonpublic school proclivity measure is Z.esented In
Table P-3. Since 90 few respondents obtained scores of 2 or more on the compogite
m easure, the scores nf ] to 4 yere generzlly combined into a single category when the

'f
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Appendix G
: INFORMATION ON LOCGIT ANALYSES OF CURRENT CHOICE AND RESPONSE TO A
TUITION TAX CRED™T

The dependent variable in logit models is not the proportion of cases in a particular
category but the odds that a case will fall into that category. "An odds is the ratio
between the frequency of being in one category and the frequency of not being in that
category." (Knoke and Burke, 1980;p. 9) One way of examining the direct impact of the
independent variables in a logit model on the dependent variable is to calculate the
odds. This information is presented in Tables G-1 to 3 for Mndels Z-1 to 22 and Models
3-1 and 3-2.

|
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T TABLE G-1

0dds in Logit /nalysmes of Current Choice of School

Independent Variable Odde of Child Being Enrolled in Pyblic School
Model 2-1 Model 2-2
(A1l Parents) ("Active Parents”)
(R=1669) (N=493)

Baseline odds 22.41 to 1 2.37 to 1

Parental education ie high

achool graduste or lass 1.57 to 1 1.91 to 1

Income is under $15,000 1.45 to 1 1.59 to 1 ,

Parental school type isa
only public 1.36 to 1 eeeeecea-

Religion im Protestant
or none 1.45 to 1 1.4/ to 1

Reaidence ims outside
metropolitan area 1.28 to 1 = e-ecemcena

Logistical factor ie most
important factor in current
choice 4.87 to 1 0 eeeeceeao

Comt is very important
factor in current choice = — wemccccea~ 2.30 to 1

Religious instruction is
not very important factor
in current choice = = = =  ceccvcaea. 2.25 to 1




TABLE G-2

0dds in Logit Anelysis of Extent of Current Choice
for Publiec School Parents

Independent Varisble 0dds of No Conaciovs Conasideration of Schooling
Options in Both Residentiel Choice aud Enrollment
in Child's Current School

Model 2-3
(N=1455)

Daseline odds 1.63
Locetion 18 outside
metropolitan ares 1.44
Parental school type
is only public 1.19
Income is under $15,000 1.34
Parental educetion is
high school grasduste or less 1.23




e s —— T .
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TABLE G-3

0dds in Logit Analyses of Preferences of Public Schoo} Parents
under & $250 Tuition Tax Credit :

Independent Varisbia 0d¢a 0F Child Being “Very" or “Somevhat
Likely” To Be Transferred tc e Private School
¥odel 3-1 Modal 3-2
¥ntire Sample Knowledgeahle Perents
(N=1426) (N=750)

Baseline odds <48 to 1 .29 to 1

Income ies under $15,000 1.46 to 1 1.48 to 1

Race ies nopwhite 1.39 to 1 ——————

Location is lerge or

madiuer city 1.17 to 1 —————————

Coat is factor in

current choice 1.46 to 1 1.70 to 1

Satiefaction ie ;

diseatiafied 1.46 to 1 1.45 to 1

Extent of choice is yes 1.29 to 1 1.51 tc 1

Privete school proclivity

i» sone 1.29 to 1 1.41 to 1
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